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We,  the  partleB  to  the  Debate  embraced  in  the  present  volume,  hereby 
declare  that  we  have  read  and  corrected  the  whole  work,  which  is  now  a 
fiUthftil  transcript  of  what  we  said  in  the  discussion  at  CarroUton,  Mo. 

J.  R  GRAVES. 

J.  DrrZLEB. 


PUBLISHER'S  INTRODUCTION. 

Oral  debate  in  the  pride  and  glory  of  our  advanced  civilization.  This  \b 
admitted  by  all.  It  is  a  singular  fact,  therefore,  that  in  this  country,  where 
the  people  boast  of  a  free  press  and  public  discussion  as  the  grandest  tro- 
phies of  liberty,  there  should  still  be  some  who  have  a  deep-seated  preju- 
dice against  religious  controversy.  It  is  confessed  that  tliere  are  great 
denominational  issues  upon  which  men  are  not  agreed.  These  issues,  all 
must  know,  are  pregnant  with  mighty  interests.  We  assume,  therefore, 
that  the  earnest  and  prayerful  discussion  of  denominational  differences 
can  but  result  in  good.  That  our  view  is  not  singular,  is  manifest  f^ni  the 
following  quotations :  ^^Some  are  disposed  to  deprecate  all  such  discussions, 
*  *  *  ♦  under  the  head  of  unproflUible  controversy.  That 
it  is  controversy,  I  admit ;  that  it  is  unprofitable  controversy,  I  deny.  Dr. 
Wardlaw's  Inf.  Bap.,  page  1.  The  same  distinguished  author  says,  **Con- 
troversy  is  not  a  work  from  which  any  well  constituted  mind  should 
shrink.  If  it  be  conducted  in  the  spirit  of  the  Master  whom  we  serve,  it 
is  an  important  and  indispensable  means  of  eliciting  truth."  Ch.  Lee. 
page  6. 

Dr.  J.  Buchanan. — "Many  sincere  christians  dislike  controversy,  and, 
so  fai  from  engaging  in  it  themselves,  can  scarcely  allow  that  others 
should.  An  enlarged  view  of  the  history  of  the  christian  church  might 
serve  to  con  \i  nee  such  persons.  ♦  ♦  »  That  error,  when  it  does 
a[>peiir,  should  be  met  by  a  bold  exhibition  of  truth,  seems  to  be  one  of 
the  first  duties  the  church  owes  to  her  divine  head."  Disc,  on  Nat.  Rel. 
Est.,  pages  3,  4.  "It  is  right  that  every  one  shouki  express  his  deep  and 
honest  convictions  in  charity.  Dr.  J.  Gumming."  Sab.  Eve.  Rea.  on 
Matt  III.  Such  are  the  views  of  calm  and  profound  thinkers ;  views  to 
which  we  call  the  attention  of  such  as  are  averse  to  discussion,  and  hastily 
declare  that  it  is  not  only  productive  of  no  good,  but  full  of  harmful  influ- 
ences. 

Among  the  ancients,  before  the  small  or  great  assemblies,  this  was  almost 
the  only  mode  of  investigation  employed.  The  orator  then  performed 
much  the  same  service  for  the  jieople  which  the  newspaper  now  does. 
Politics,  philosophy  and  religion  were  all  alike  made  tlie  subject  of  dis- 
cussion.   The  people  rejoiced  in  the  privileges  of  public  debate.    One 
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■ilglit  think  tlKiv  WW  leas  need  of  delnfte  now  flian  in  llie  iM^  Ni 
pufOB  wittKMit  nnmhfr,  and  witti  llie  v^gidaiity  of  eadi  W|^  moniiiig^ 
Ylritllielioaieiofnien.  And  tfaoe  iB  no  end  to  Ifae  production  of  booki. 
Bat  flie  tnitfa  iB  tlMt,  M  flie  entii  fe  filled  with  knowledge,  tiiroog^ 
and  other  imtnanentalitiei^  pcAlie  npenkfn  moltiply,  and  there  seems  to 
be  an  enlai^ed  and  hgHiiiiBtn  dfinand  fiNrpuliUc  dlqpntaticML.  The  in- 
fill bat  aores  to  define  more  ahazply  the  ditArenoes  between 


The  guises  of  etror  ^sappearing  Ixtoethe  lig^t,  itedazkneas  anddo> 
fiormlty  are  made  manifrat,  idiile  tnith  shines  with  its  native  and  per- 
feet  ipiendor.  These  things  tme,  there  is  a  constant  and  inevitable  ten- 
dency to  discawdoo.  And  since  It  is  scarody  poasibley  and  to  thinking 
men,  not  at  all  derirable  to  avcrid  it,  we  are  made  to  wonder  th|it  perscms 
can  be  ftxmd  who  are  opposed  to  IL  A  law  whi<di  Interfioed  with  the 
liberty  of  the  secular  press  <tf  oar  land,  or  idii<di  prevented  tlie  public  dis- 
ensrion  of  great  political  issues,  would  arouse  tlie  hostility  of  tlie  whole 
nation.  The  least  abridgment  of  this  p<ditical  liberty  would  berq;arded, 
even  by  thoae  who  stand  opposed  to  the  public  discuaaion  of  theological 
questkms,  aa  the  gravest  national  calamity.  But  heaven  Is  higgler  than 
earth ;  and  as  it  is  impossible  to  measure  the  gap  brtween  these,  there  Is 
no  way  to  estimatip  the  trsnsoendent  importance  <rfrdigions  as  compared 
with  political  questions.  The  man,  thoefore,  'idio  &voi8  the  free  dis- 
cussion of  secular  questions,  could  not,  it  seems  to  us,  with  any  consider- 
able show  of  reascm,  cfppoBe  the  discussion  of  matters  infinitely  more  im- 
portant. 

And  we  venture  the  opinion  that  there  is  danger  of  periodical  stagna- 
tion.   War  and  much  precious  blood  are  the  price  paid  for  national 
greatness.    CSvilizatim  readies  its  hig^iest  devdopment  only  after  strog- 
gUng  np  tiiroQg^  the  dust  and  daikness  of  battle.    Repose  brings  along 
with  it  decay  and  ruin.    It  is  much  the  same  way  in  the  rdigious  world. 
An  age  of  denominational  r^ose  is  a  period  of  decay.    This  is  well  illas- 
intod  in  tlie  hlrtoiy  of  tlie  past    On  the  contraiy ,  in  the  ages  when  the 
inr*^"^  liatiHiiMi  hffd  and  daiknfas  has  been  the  most  severe,  and  when 
9m  aimd  and  the  ax  lunre  been  freely  empl<^yed,  it  was  the  boast  of 
ptoos  nm  fliat  the  veqr  blood  of  flie  martyred  saints  was  the  seed  of  the 
onh.   The  Great  One  haapviyvided  for  constant  agitation  in  the  physi- 
iSB^d.    There  is  no  rest  tiiroui^iout  the  realm  of  nature.    Andinad- 
s  uni  vsMsl  activt^  of  all  the  dements,  we  have  great  periodi- 
iSL    TheGod<tfnatnreneedsthestorm  to  purity  the  worid. 
nrdi  of  Christianity,  in  the  early  centuries,  was  but  the 
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progras  of  earnest  and  universal  controversy.  It  was  only  when  truth 
veiled  her  face,  and  retired  fh>m  the  conflict,  that  the  dark  ages,  like  a 
black  and  starless  night,  settled  down  on  the  whole  earth.  When  she 
came  forth  again  like  the  morning  which  wakos  everything  into  life,  she 
moved  the  nations  with  her  power.  Error  was  made  forbidding  by  be- 
ing contrasted  with  truths  But  this  was  not  alL  A  fierce  and  fearftil 
war  was  made  against  every  error  and  evil  practice.  And  this  struggle, 
this  world-wide  controversy  of  the  Sixteenth  Century  resulted,  aa  all  con- 
fess, in  a  general  r^ormation.  We  think,  that  in  the  period  following 
our  great  revolution,  the  churches  have  been  disposed  to  avoid  a  discus- 
sion of  doctrinal  diflferences.  And  those  who  shrink  froopi  the  public  dis- 
cussion of  truth,  will  be  silent  in  the  social  circle ;  and  becoming  cowards, 
as  they  certainly  will,  they  will  not  hesitate  to  surrender  the  strongholds 
of  denominational  power.  In  the  conflict  between  truth  and  falsehood, 
pious  men  cannot  afford  to  be  sUent  Aggression  is  a  denominational 
necessity.  Battle  is  the  law  of  life.  And  nothing  less  than  triumph  can 
secure  a  church  against  the  possibility  of  decay.  The  man  who  makes 
himself  familiar  with  these  &cts,  who  feels  the  shock  of  the  crashing 
thunderbolt  or  the  tread  of  the  storm,  and  who  knows  what  blessings 
have  sprung  fh>m  the  great  discussions  of  the  past,  can  hardly  doubt 
that  the  present  debate  will  be  fruitful  of  much  good. 

If  another  reason  is  needed  in  support  of  public  discussions  and  for  the 
presentatign  of  this  volume,  it  may  be  found  in  the  life  and  writings  of 
the  great  Apostle  to  the  Qentiles.  Paul's  whole  life  was  but  a  single 
struggle.  With  his  overwhelming  logic,  profound  learning  and  great  soul, 
he  went  right  out  into  the  front  of  the  battle.  He  contented  the  Jew  with 
weapons  drawn  from  the  Bible,  and  contended  grandly  for  the  divinity  of 
Christ ;  confounded  the  Ephesians  with  unanswerable  arguments ;  over- 
whelmed the  Athenians  with  his  mighty  logic ;  triumphed  over  the  Cor- 
inthians in  a  profound  and  glorious  argument  on  the  resurrection ;  made 
the  world,  as  well  as  individual  monarchs,  tremble  with  the  weight  of  his 
splendid  argumentation.  He  never  threw  aside  the  helmet  or  shield,  and 
neVer  laid  down  the  sword.  Panoplied  in  the  armor  of  Godj  he  was 
always  girded  and  ready  for  the  conflict— always  in  the  battle.  He  went 
down  at  last  in  the  strife,  and  gave  up  his  life  on  the  block.  But  as  he 
surveyed  his  past  life,  he  could  truly  say,  '^Ihave  fought  a  good  fighf 
tiuch  was  the  life  of  Paul.  And  we  conclude  that  the  man  who  follows 
jn  the  line  of  duty  as  illustrated  in  the  life  of  this  great  teacher  of  religion 
will  not  greatly  err.  Such  are  our  convictions  in  regard  to  the  propriety 
of  public  diseassions. 
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The  reader  wUl  not  think  it  a  strange  thing,  with  these  facte  before  him, 
tliat  we  felt  a  deep  and  curious^  interest  in  the  debate  embodied  in  tiiisbook. 
The  Baptist  and  Methodist  denominations  are  almost  wholly  unlike  each 
other  in  i)olity  and  doctrine.  Their  views  in  regard  to  the  ordinances  and 
certain  doctrinal  pointe  are  directly  antagonistic.  And  the  opposing  pnie- 
tices  and  principles  of  the  two  denominations  can  but  clash  against  each 
other.  This  necessary'  conflict  found  expression  in  a  challenge  by  the  M. 
E.  church  at  Carrollton,  to  discuss  certain  questions  and  great  cardinal 
doctrines  about  which  the  two  denominations  are  not  agreed.  The  Bap- 
tist church  at  Carrollton  accepted  the  challenge.  Dr.  J.  Ditzler,  a  learne<l 
and  representative  man,  was  chosen  to  conduct  the  debate  on  the  part  of 
the  Methodists.  Dr.  Graves,  whose  reputation  is  not  confined  to  a  single 
continent,  was  selected  to  reprtsent  the  Baptists.  With  such  men  as  par- 
ties to  tlie  debate,  and  witli  a  prosjx^ct  of  thoroughly  discussing  certain 
imix)rtant  pointe  of  doctrine  and  practice  about  wliich  for  centuries  there 
had  been  a  conflict  of  opinion  in  the  great  religious  bodies  of  Europe  and 
America,  tliere  was  felt,  as  might  have  been  exi>ected,  a  verj'  deep  and  gen- 
eral interest.  It  was  the  conviction  of  many  that  it  would  be  second  to 
no  debate  of  the  kind  ever  held  on  the  continent.  It  was  evident  from 
the  interest  the  press  t(M>k  in  the  matter,  that  the  whole  country'  wan 
dt»eply  eoncerneti  jis  to  the  result.  It  was  elainuHl  by  both  parties  to  this 
great  conflict,  that  their  chosen  champions  would  Ik»  able  to  present  the 
very  best  arguments  in  support  of  their  peculiar  views. 

With  all  these  facte  l)efore  us,  the  Society  felt  justified  in  making 
arrangemente  to  report,  at  great  expense,  the  whole  disc^ussion.  This  we 
have  done.  And  in  order  that  there  might  Ix'  no  doubt  as  to  the  fmct  that 
the  authors  are  truly  represented,  we  have  paid  Dr.  Ditzler  S5()().(K)  to  cor- 
rect the  MSS.  of  our  reporter,  and  read  the  proof  its  the  work  went 
through  the  press.  Dr.  Graves  has  done  the  same  work  free  of  charge*. 
So  the  reader  may  be  sure  that,  in  tlie  pages  of  this  Iwok,  the  speakers  are 
fairly  reported.  And  on  the  Mode  of  Baptism,  Infant  Baptism,  the 
Church  of  Christ,  Believer^s  Baptism  and  Final  Perseverance,  both  parties 
have  presented  the  best  and  clearest  evidences  of  their  faith. 

We  now  submit  the  Great  Debate  to  the  reading  public,  in  the  hope  that 
it  may  do  good.  We  know  that  God  can  use  it  for  His  own  glor>\ 
Should  men  be  brought  to  the  truth,  and  be  made  to  love  it  and  lal)or 
more  for  its  advancement,  then  we  .*shall  l)e  satisfiwl. 

W.  I).  MAYFIELD, 
Af'..  S',  B.  P,  Society. 


ADDRESS 

OF 

COL.    JOHN    B.    HALE. 

At  ten  o'clock,  the  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  Col. 
John  B.  Hale,  the  President,  who,  after  prayer  by  the  Rev. 
J.  H.  Pritchett,  opened  the  proceedings  with  the  following 
address : 

Ladies  and  Gentlemen: — The  preliminaries  having  been 
all  satisfactorily  arranged,  the  debate  between  the  two  distin- 
guished Divines  now  present  as  representatives  of  the  Metho- 
dist and  Baptist  denominations  respectively,  will  be  opened  in 
a  few  minutes  by  Dr.  Graves,  who  will  maintain  the  affirma- 
tive of  the  first  proposition,  which  reads  as  follows: 

Immersion  in  Water  is  the  act  which  Christ  Commanded 
His  Apostles  to  Perform  for  Christian  Baptism. 

Dr.  Graves'  opening  speech  will  be  one  hour  long,  and  at 
its  conclusion.  Dr.  Ditzler  will  follow  on  the  opposite  side  in  a 
speech  of  the  same  length.  Certain  rules  of  order  have  been 
adopted  and  will  be  strictly  enforced  by  the  Moderators,  and 
among  other  things,  all  manifestations  of  approval  or  disap- 
probation on  the  part  of  the  auditory,  are  strictly  inter(li<*- 
ted,  and  I  am  sure  this  prohibition  will  be  religiously  observed 
by  the  intelligent  assemblies  that  this  interesting  occasion  will 
bring  together  from  time  to  time,  during  the  progress  of  this 
discussion. 

And  I  desire  further  to  state,  on  the  part  of  the  Moderators, 
that  in  accepting  a  responsibility  which  they  might  have  other- 
wise been  reluctant  to  incur,  the^'  have  only  yielded  to  a  sense 
of  duty,  and  been  influenced  by  a  desire  to  facilitate  and  pro- 
mote the  success  of  a  proceeding  which  they  trust  may  con- 
tribute to  the  furtherance  of  the  cause  and  interests  of  truth; 
a  like  sentiment  they  are  persuaded,  influences  this  large  and 
intelligent  audience,  whose  attendance  here  may  be  accepted 
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as  an  exprest^iou  of  their  desire  to  learn,  to  know,  and  to  prac- 
tice the  truth,  thus  furnishing  a  practical  exemplification  of 
one  of  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  true  Christian. 

The  rules  of  order  will  now  be  read  to  jou  by  the  Rev.  J. 
H.  Pritehett,  of  Fayette. 

The  disputants  agree  to  adopt  as  "rules  of  decorum"  those 
found  in  Hedges*  Logic,  p.  159,  to-wit : 

Bui^  1.  The  terms  in  which  the  question  in  debate  is  expressed,  and 
the  point  at  issue,  should  be  clearly  defined,  that  there  could  be  no  mis- 
underHtaiiding  respecting  them. 

Ri:i^  2.  The  parties  should  mutually  consider  each  other  as  standing 
on  a  footing  of  equality,  in  respect  to  the  subject  in  debate.  Each  should 
regard  the  other  as  possessing  equal  talents,  knowledge,  and  a  desire  for 
truth  with  himself;  and  that  it  is  possible,  therefore,  that  he  may  be  in 
the  wrong,  and  his  adversary  in  the  right. 

Rule  3.  All  expressions  which  are  unmeaning,  or  without  effect  in 
regard  to  the  subject  in  debate,  should  be  strictly  avoided. 

Rule  4.  Personal  reflections  on  an  adversary  should,  in  no  instance,  be 
indulged. 

Rule  5.  The  consequences  of  any  doctrine  are  not  to  be  charged  on 
him  who  maintains  it,  unless  he  expressly  avows  them. 

Rui£  6.  As  truth,  and  not  victory,  is  the  professed  object  of  contro- 
versy, whatever  proofs  may  be  advanced,  on  either  side,  should  be  exam- 
ined with  fairness  and  candor;  and  any  attempt  to  answer  an  adversary* 
by  acts  of  sophistry,  or  to  lessen  the  force  of  lib*  reasoning  by  wit,  cavil- 
ing or  ridicule,  is  a  violation  of  the  rules  of  honorable  controversy. 

[Signed]        J.  R.  GRAVES. 
J.  DITZLER. 

The  rules  of  order  having  been  read.  Col.  Hale  proceeded : 
It  may  be  proper  for  me  to  say  that  by  the  mutual  agreement 
of  the  disputants,  the  opening  statements,  on  either  side,  will 
be  read. 

Now,  if  in  acting  out  a  new  and  unaccustomed  role^  I  should 
betray  any  nervous  trepidation,  you  will  make  for  me  the 
apology  pleaded  by  the  young  preacher  in  like  circumstances: 
lam  not  used  to  27— custom  and  habit  have  not  yet  inured  me 
to  so  severe  a  test  on  mv  modest  v. 


THE 


GREAT  CARROLLTON  DEBATE. 


FIRST  PROPOSITION: 

IMMEKSION   IN    WATER  IS    THE  ACT    WHICH    CHRIST    COMMANDED 
HIS  APOSTLES  TO   PERFORM    FOR  CHRISTIAN  BAPTISM. 

DR.  GRAVES  Affirms. 
DR  DITZLER  Denies. 


FIRST  DA  Y— Monday,  10  o'dook 


[Dr.  Graves'  Opening  Speech.] 

Mr.  President  : — I  must  be  permitted  to  saj  that  I  heartily 
appreciate  the  distinguished  honor  put  upon  me  by  jny  friends 
here  in  Carrollton,  by  selecting  me  as  their  mouthpiece  and 
representative  on  this  occasion.  Challenged  as  they  were  by 
the  respectable  denomination  of  Methodists  in  this  place,  to 
discuss  some  of  the  chief  questions  at  issue  between  that  body 
and  themselves,  their  conduct,  had  they  declined  the  contest, 
might  have  been  interpreted  as  a  confession  of  weakness  or  as 
indiflerence  to  the  interests  of  truth,  and  have  subjected  them 
to  th«  imputation  of  pusillanimity.  These  considerations, 
moreover,  were  enhanced  by  the  fact  that  it  was  generally 
understood  that  the  act  of  the  local  body,  here  at  Carrollton, 
had  the  sanction  of  the  denomination  at  large  in  the  State  of 
Missouri,  as  well  as  of  the  Methodist  Bishops  South.  When 
selected,  therefore,  to  maintain,  as  their  representative,  the 
principles  dear  alike  to  them  and  me  as  being  an  integral  part 
of  the  gospel  of  Christ,  and  to  discuss  them  with  a  represen- 
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tative  man  like  my  friend,  Elder  bitzler,  who,  bj  his  learning 
and  ability,  is  pre-eminently  qualified  to  make  the  best  defence 
which  the  errors  he  champions  are  susceptible  of,  I  promptly 
accepted  the  gage  of  conflict. 

I  am  grateful  for  the  distinguished  privilege  of  standing  up  in 
the  midst  of  this  intellisrent  community,  and  in  the  very  heart 
of  this  great  State  and  of  the  Great  West,  to  renew  the  con- 
flict that  was  commenced,  not  300,  but  1575  years  ago,  when 
uiy  denominational  ancestors  with  the  gloom  of  the  dungeon, 
tlie  flames  of  martyrdom  and  the  terrors  of  expatriation 
threatening,  protested  against  fhe  changes  and  innovations 
that  ambitions  and  impious  prelates  and  heresiarchs  wert  then 
commencing  to  foist  into  the  practice  and  observance  of  the 
churcli.  I  but  renew  here,  this  day,  the  conflict  of  the  ages 
— I  but  rc-utter  the  testimony  of  all  the  holy  martyrs,  by 
reatlirming,  as  I  do,  that 

1.  All  that  Christ  has  required  of  the  people  to  believe  for 
salvation,  and  all  that  he  has  enjoined  upon  them  to  observe 
for  obedience,  he  has  taught  so  plainly  in  his  word  that  the 
common  people,  without  the  assistance  of  priest  or  rabbi,  can 
understand  without  a  doubt,  and  may  obey  without  a  hesitation. 
And  that  other  axiom, 

2.  Whatever  Christ  has  appointed,  man  may  not  change  in 

the  least   by  substitution,  adding  to  or  taking  from,  without 

imperiling  his   souPs   salvation.      Revelations   xxii.    IS,   19: 

*•  For  I  testify  unto  every  man  that  heart»th  the  words  of  the  pn)pheoy 
of  this  book,  if  any  man  shaU  add  unto  these  things,  Crod  shall  ai!«l  unto 
him  the  plainies  that  are  written  in  tliis  book;  and  if  any  man  shall  take 
away  from  the  wonls  of  the  li«K>k  of  this  prophecy,  Grod  shaU  take  away 
his  part  out  of  the  book  of  life,  and  out  of  the  holy  city,  and  fn»m  the 
things  which  are  written  in  this  book." 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  am  gratified  in  being  permitted  to 
meet  so  reputable  a  man  and  scholar  as  Mr.  Ditzler,  a  gentle- 
man who  stands  forth  as  pre-eminently  the  ablest  jniblic 
defender  of  the  principles  and  practices  of  American  Metho<l- 
ism.  If  he  is  unable  to  defend  its  claims  to  Scriptural  au- 
thority for  its  doctrines  and  practices  beyond  all  doubt,  then 
the  most  sanguine  Meth-vlist  ought  not  to  believe  that  it  can 
be  done  bv  mortal  man,  nor  do  I  believe  it  can:  and  snroU*  if 
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he  cannot  successfully  overthrow  the  positions  of  Baptists, 
which  he  has  so  confidently  undertaken  to  do  in  this  discus- 
sion, then  Methodists  and  the  world  have  a  right  to  conclude 
that  no  living  man  can  overthrow  them.  But  should  I  fail,  in 
this  conflict,  my  brethren  know  there  are  scores  of  abler 
leaders,  who  have  borne  our  banner  with  honor  upon  the  high 
places  of  the  field,  standing  ready  to  seize  it  should  it  be 
stricken  from  my  feeble  hand  ere  one,  as  yet,  unsullied  fold 
of  it  shall  trail  the  dust. 

Mr.  President,  Ladies  and  Gentlemen,  my  opponent  and 
myself  have  not  met  here  as  mere  combatants,  bared  ecclesiasti- 
cal gladiators,  to  engage  in  a  trial  of  personal  prowess  before 
you.  The  questions  to  be  settled  are  not,  which  of  the  two  is 
the  superior  in  mental  acumen  or  scholarly  qualifications,  or 
which  is  the  more  dexterous  in  polemical  "thrust  and  fence;" 
but  one  of  infinitely  higher  moment  calls  us  all  together,  and 
one  that  affects  our  eternal  well-being,  viz:  what  does  Christ, 
in  his  word,  require  us  to  do  in  order  to  obey  him,  and  thus 
meet  his  "well  done,  good  and  faithful  servants?"  A  consid- 
eration like  this  should  be  suflicient  to  cause  you  to  forget  the 
persons  and  reputations  of  your  representatives,  and  all 
denominational  and  partisan  considerations,  and  bend  every 
power  of  your  mind  to  the  one  inquiry,  "  what  is  the  truth  ?" 
determined  to  accept  it  wherever  it  may  lead  you.  I  know 
the  motive  that  inspires  me  upon  this  occasion,  and  the  Eye 
that  is  looking  into  my  inmost  heart,  and  that  to  Him,  and 
not  to  this  congregation,  must  I  look  for  my  enduring  praise. 
I  shall  endeavor  to  conduct  this  debate  on  my  part  in  the  spirit 
of  an  earnest  Christian,  and  of  fidelity  to  Christ.  I  shall  do 
all  in  my  power  to  unsting  this  controversy — to  speak  the 
truth  in  love,  and  in  the  love  of  it — and  in  the  noble  strife  of 
solid  facts  and  sound  reasoning,  it  will  be  my  ambition  to 
come  off  victorious.  The  prayer  of  my  heart  is,  that  if  I  am 
in  error  upon  any  of  these  questions,  I  may  be  enlightened 
and  converted  to  the  truth,  and  that  my  opponent,  in  error, 
as  I  now  think  he  is,  and  multitudes  of  his  brethren,  may  be 
led  by  the  Holy  Spirit  into  the  truth,  through  the  influence 
of  this  discussion. 
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Reading  a  speech  in  a  recently  published  debate,  my  eye 

fell  upon  this  statement  by  one  of  the  disputants : 

"I  may  announce  to  the  audience  that  we  shall  spend  to-day  and  half 
of  to-morrow,  if  not  more,  bef<Nre  any  ordinary  hearer  or  reader  will  un- 
d^Btand  anything  about  what  we  are  saying."  WUkes  and  Ditder 
Debate^  p.  UU 

And  that  published  debate  is  before  the  public,  and  I  have 
no  conviction  that  a  half  dozen  ordinary  readers  ever  will 
understand  anything  about  what  they  said,  and  consequently, 
cannot  be  benefitted  by  it  Now,  I  am  free  to  say  here,  that 
such  a  discussion  and  such  a  book  it  is  not  my  intention  to  have 
any  voice  or  hand  in  making,  for  there  is  no  place  for  it 
Scholars  certainly  do  not  want  such  books,  nor  do  they  read 
them;  and  the  common  readers  cannot  understand  them;  and 
what  purpose  under  heaven  do  they  serve  but  as  a  stage  upon 
which  to  display  the  classical  lore  of  the  disputants— or  lack  of 
it — ^to  excite  the  wonder  of  partisan  crowds  that  are  wholly 
unable  to  judge  of  the  merit  of  it?  The  world  never  did 
need  such  a  discussion,  it  certainly  does  not  need  it  now.  If  I 
speak«  not  for  cmz  {2a^,but  for  cmz  winuJU^  in  this  discussion,  so 
that  the  ordinary  hearer,  or  the  intelligent  youth  of  sixteen, 
does  not  understand  me,  I  shall  feel  that  I  owe  him  an  apology 
for  imposing  upon  him,  and  should  ask  forgiveness  of  Him 
who  called  me  by  his  grace  to  teach  the  people.  But  what 
profit  if  I  speak  in  an  unknaum  tongue,  or  above  their  compre- 
hension ?  Let  this  explain  why  I  shall,  throughout,  adhere  so 
closely  to  the  text  of  God's  word,  and  to  the  literal  and  obvi- 
ous construction  and  meaning  of  it,  rather  than  to  display  my 
acquaintance  with  a  few  words  in  many  foreign  tongues  to 
appear  learned  in  your  eye.  It  is  with  the  word  of  God  we  have 
to  do,  and  it  is  with  the  word,  as  given  us  by  the  Holy  Spirit 
in  the  Greek  language,  we  have  to  do.  Grant  the  Savior  may 
have  spoken  in  Hebrew,  or  Syriac,  or  Chinese,  it  matters  not 
to  OS,  nor  does  it,  in  the  least,  affect  the  language  of  his  com- 
mands or  help  us  to  understand  them. 

The  Holy  Spirit  knew  what  Christ  said,  and  chose  the  lan- 
guage in  which'  to  communicate  his  sayings  to  the  world, 
in£Edlibly  guided  the  evangelists,  not  only  as  to  what  they 
should  say,  but  selected  the  very  words  in  which  they  should 
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• 

Bay  it.  It  18,  as  you  can  all  see,  with  their  words  in  the  hmquage 
m  which  they  wrote^  that  we  have  to  do^  and  not  with  any  other 
language,  only  incidentally;  to  make  other  languages,  there- 
fore, prominent  in  this  discussion,  must  be  accounted  in  veiy 
bad  taste  as  well  as  unscholarly,  for  a  true  scholar  uses  the 
classics  as  God  does  miracles,  never  unnecessarily. 

In  justice  to  myself  I  feel  that  an  explanation  is  due  to  the 
public  for  the  very  imperfect  preparation  I  have  made  for  this 
discussion.  The  few  weeks  I  had  allotted  to  it  have  been 
spent  in  bed,  delirious  with  fever;  or  in  the  sick-room,  too 
enfeebled  to  think,  or  under  the  influence  of  medicine;  and 
much  that  I  have  written  has  been  done  when  I  was  alternat- 
ing between  arctic  rigors  and  worse  than  tropical  heats,  and 
the  congestion  that  has  generally  attended  these  attacks  in  our 
State,  falling  upon  the  lungs  or  brain  and  often  terminating 
jGatally,  fell  upon  my  larynx,  seriously  affecting  my  voice,  nor 
has  it,  for  a  month  past,  yielded  to  the  most  effective  remedies; 
and,  unless  the  prayers  of  my  brethren  prevail  with  Him  who 
can  overrule  all  things,  I  have  no  reason  to  believe  that,  re- 
duced as  I  am  physically,  I  can  long  endure  the  unusual 
demands  this  debate  will  make  upon  both  voice  and  strength. 
But  touching  this  question. 

We  have  met  here  to-day  to  discuss  this  proposition,  viz: 

Immersion  U  the  Act  which  Christ  Commanded  for  Baptism. 

That  it  is  important  for  us  to  know  the  specific  duty 
Christ  commanded  us  to  do,  no  one  will  deny.  It  is  as  import- 
ant as  it  is  to  obey  Christ.  To  do  something  different  through 
ignorance,  willful  or  willing,  involves  the  soul  in  sin  and  posi- 
tive transgression,  and  manifests  a  spirit  in  rebellion  to  Christ. 
To  say  that  none  but  the  most  learned,  and  only  a  very  small 
minority  of  them,  have,  after  1875  years,  discovered  the  true 
meaning  of  Christ  when  he  issued  the  command,  is  to  impugn 
his  wisdom,  yea,  to  blaspheme  his  character  as  a  law-giver. 
Unless  Christ  and  his  inspired  apostles  did  use  a  word  clearly 
and  specifically  indicating  the  act,  that  every  man,  and  woman, 
and  responsible  child  of  the  Greek — speaking  nations  could 
understand  without  the  assistance  of  a  scholar,  then  the 
command  was  not  addressed  to  them,  or  binding  upon  them. 
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and  a  failure  to  ol>ey  it  could  have  been  no  sin.  Unless  Christ 
and  his  apostles  used  a  term,  the  import  of  which  could  be 
easily,  clearly,  and  undoubtedly  understood  by  the  scholars  of 
all  nations,  so  as  to  enable  them  to  make  correct  versions  of 
the  Scriptures  into  all  tongues,  then  the  Scriptures  were  not 
designed  for  any  other  people  than  the  Greeks  and  Jews. 

Now,  it  is  admitted  that  Christ  in  instituting  Christian  Bap- 
tism selected  from  the  copious  language  of  the  Greeks,  that, 
unlike  our  own  or  any  other  known  tongue,  has  not  only  a 
word  for  every  idea,  but  for  the  slightest  distinctions  and 
nicest  shades  of  ideas — I  say  it  is  admitted  that  Christ,  out 
of  such  a  language,  selected  but  one  word  to  denote  the 
act  that  he  commanded  to  be  performed,  and  the  evangelists 
and  apostles  never  used  but  one  simple  word,  and  that  word 
is  baptidzo.  And  this  is  the  only  word  we  have  to  do  with 
in  discussing  this  proposition.  As  this  act  is,  like  repent- 
ance, enjoined  and  binding  upon  all,  every  accountable  being 
however  young,  can  as  easily  understand  it — taken  in  connec- 
tion with  the  examples  given  —  without  a  scholar's  assistance 
as  he  can  the  prior  duties  of  repentance  toward  God  and  faith 
in  Christ,  and  the  nuwi  or  angel  that  teaches  otherwise  destroys 
man's  faith  in  the  Bible,  as  well  as  man's  own  individuality  in 
religion. 

I  here  affirm,  fearless  of  successful  contradiction,  that  the 
term,  baptidzo  is  as  easily  defined  as  any  other  simple  verb  in 
the  Greek  language  —  as  the  verb  erfoo,  to  eat,  7>moo,  to  drink 
or  pneoo^  to  breathe  the  vital  air. 

Mr.  President,  this  discussion  is  a  reflection  upon  Christ,  or 
upon  Christian  scholars;  it  is  a  reproach  to  the  law-giver,  or 
to  those  who  say  his  law  is  couched  in  terms  that  cannot  be 
undoubtedly  understood  by  even  the  best  scholars  of  earth; 
so  obscure  and  ambiguous  that  Christ's  disciples  are  driven 
into  differences  of  opinion,  and  consequently  into  sects  and 
divisions.  As  a  friend  of  Christ  and  Christianity,  I  lift  up  my 
voice  to-day  for  Christ.  He  is  not  responsible  for  any  mis- 
understanding among  scholars  and  ministers,  for  these  have 
originated  the  divisions  and  misunderstandings  among  the 
common  people.     No  man  ever  spake  like  Him,  and  no  law- 
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giver  ever  used  terms  so  simple,  or  so  easy  to  be  understood 
by  the  common  people,  as  the  Law-giver  of  ^Tazareth.  To 
say  that  the  unlettered  millions  of  those  who  used  the  Greek 
language  in  the  days  of  Christ  and  his  apostles,  did  not  under-r 
stand  the  specific  act  Christ  commanded,  when  he  or  his  apos- 
tles used  the  term  baptidzo^  is  either  to  release  them  from 
obeying  it  on  the  one  hand,  or  to  establish  the  iniquitous 
dogma  of  the  Romish  apostasy  on  the  other — L  e.,  that  it  was 
not  designed  for  the  common  people  to  read  the  word  of  God 
and  interpret  it  for  themselves — the  priest  alone  is  to  read 
such  portions  as  he  deems  proper,  and  to  interpret  them  to  the 
people;  and  more,  that  even  the  priest  must  have  the  inspira- 
tion of  heaven  to  ascertain  the  meaning  of  the  simplest  passages 
of  Scripture  —  so  occult  their  meaning! 

But  it  is  to  speak  against  Christ,  to  release  them  from  obey- 
ing Christ;  and  it  is  rejecting  Christ  as  an  authoritative  teacher 
and  law-giver,  to  turn  the  people  over  into  the  hands  of  schol- 
ars, priests,  and  ministers  to  learn  what  to  believe  or  what  to 
do  to  obey  him.  The  inspired  Scriptures  are  to  us  everything 
or  nothing.  If  the  faith  that  unites  us  to  Christ,  and  the  act 
in  and  by  which  we  profess  tliat  faith,  cannot  be  undoubtedly 
understood  by  the  common  millions,  who  understood  the  Greek 
language,  and  by  all  the  common  unlettered  millions  of  earth, 
from  faithful  versions  of  the  Greek,  then  the  Scriptures  were 
not  intended  for  man,  and  the  race  of  Adam  is  under  no  obli- 
gation to  believe  or  to  be  baptized.  Who  will  openly  say  this? 
Therefore  if  I  —  if  an  inspired  apostle — "if  an  angel  from 
heaven"  should  stand  here  and  tell  you  that  this  Word  cannot 
be  understood,  even  by  all  scholars,  or  that  it  has  a  different 
signification  when  used  by  Christ  and  his  apostles  than  when 
used  by  Josephus  or  any  other  author,  Greek  or  Jew,  who 
wrote  in  Greek,  living  in  the  same  century  with  Christ  and  his 
apostleSy  let  him  be  rejected  by  you  as  a  false  teacher  and 
deceiver. 

The  reproach  of  this  discussion  to-day,  and  of  every  other 
discussion  upon  this  word  since  man  changed  tljp  action  of 
baptism,  rests,  not  upon  the  blessed  Savior,  but  upon  men,  and 

they  not  the  professed  enemies,  but  the  professed  friends  of 
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Christ;  and  shall  I  say  it,  the  professed  ministers  of  Christ! 
And  let  me  say  a  word  in  defence  of  the  true  and  standard 
scholars  of  all  ages,  as  a  class,  and  for  your  sakes  who  hear 
me,  to  disabuse  your  minds  ^at  the  outstart  of  a  deep-seated 
misimpression.  The  strife  among  them  for  more  than  fifteen 
centuries,  to  their  credit  be  it  spoken,  was  not  as  to  the  signi- 
fication of  baptidzo^  but  it  was,  first,  whether  the  church  had 
not  the  right,  in  extreme  cases,  to  substitute  a  copious  over- 
pouring,  (perfundere)  and,  ages  after,  even  a  sprinkling, (ran- 
tidzo)  of  the  water  upon  the  infant,  or  the  subject,  to  save  its 
soul  from  death,  and  then,  in  any  and  all  cases,  as  a  matter  of 
taste  or  convenience.  It  has  been  but  little  over  two  hundred 
years  since  the  question  has  been  put  into  its  present  form  by  a 
class  of  men — and  a  very  small  class  of  men,  and  they  not  the 
recognized  and  standard  scholars  of  colleges  and  universities 
of  earth,  but  the  recognized  polemics  and  professional  contro- 
versialists of  their  respective  sects,  who  generally  treat  with  a 
sovereign  contempt  the  learning  of  the  ancients,  and  the  most 
renowned  scholarship  of  the  universities  of  both  hemis- 
pheres, and  even  the  opimons  of  the  fathers  and  foiiiiders  of  their 
own  sects — by  men,  I  say,  who  will  put  their  own  unqualified 
assertions  in  opposition  to  the  unanimous  verdict  of  the  schol- 
arship of  all  ages,  as  well  as  to  the  plain  teachings  of  the  word 
of  God.  To  this  complexion  hath  the  controversy  come  at 
last  in  these  corrupt  times. 

There  never  was  any  dispute  in  the  world  for  fifteen  centu- 
ries as  to  the  primary  meaning  of  baptidzOy  or  the  practice  of 
the  apostles  or  apostolic  churches;  there  was  none  among  the 
Greeks  who  spoke  the  language  Christ  and  the  evangelists 
used,  and  who  have,  from  the  fourth  century,  immersed,  and 
have,  to-day,  no  communion  with  the  Latin  Catholic  church, 
because  it  has  changed  the  original  act  The  Greek  church 
calls  the  Latin  "sprinkled,  and  not  baptized  Christians." 
Who  can  question  that  the  Greeks  understood  the  simplest 
term  in  their  own  language?  There  never  was  any  disagree- 
ment among  the  Greek  fathers,  nor  among  the  Latin  fathers, 
nor  the  historians  or  scholars  of  the  Catholic  church  from  the 
rise  of  that  church  in  the  seventh  century  until   this  day. 
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Thei'e  18  not  a  Catholic  prelate  or  priest  upon  this  or  any  soil, 
who  will  for  a  moment  deny  that  baptidzo  literally  means  to 
immerse,  or  will  deny  that  immersion  was  the  universal  prac- 
tice of  the  apostles  and  of  the  church  generally  for  thirteen 
hundred  years.  They  are  frank  to  admit  that  the  original  act 
has  been  changed  by  the  authority  of  the  church.  I  challenge 
the  advocate  of  sprinkling  to  produce  a  scholar,  lexicographer 
or  historian,  belonging  to  the  Greek  or  Latin  Catholic  churches, 
who  ever  claimed  that  sprinkling  and  pouring  are  literal,  proper 
meanings  of  the  term  baptidzo^  or  that  either  act  was  the 
practice  of  their  respective  churches  for  thirteen  centuries, 
except  in  extreme  cases,  danger  of  death.  This  statement 
cannot  be  denied  by  any  honest  scholar.  The  reproach  of 
this  discussion  rests,  not  upon  the  Greek  or  Latin  Catholic 
communions,  but,  I  say  it  with  shame,  upon  a  class  oi  modem 
Protestant  controversialists. 

Calvin,  the  father  aud  founder  of  Presby  terianism,  and  doubt- 
less the  ripest  scholar  of  his  age,  as  he  is  universally  admitted 
to  be  the  profoundcst  theologian,  admitted  that  baptidzo  means 
to  immerse,  and  that  this  was  the  practice  of  the  primitive 
churches.  But  still  he  practiced  sprinkling  or  aspersion. 
And  this  is  the  way  in  which  he  vindicated  his  consistency  in 
maintaining  a  practice  in  direct  conflict  with  the  teao^hings  of 
God's  word.  He  claimed  that  it  was  quite  possible  to  retain 
the  essence  of  the  rite  while  departing  somewhat  from  the  pre- 
scribed fomiy  and  that  the  essence  of  baptism  was  retained  by 
him  and  his  people,  though  they  had  made  aspersion  to  super- 
sede immersion. 

The  essence!  and  what  is  the  essence?  Who  can  give  us 
any  assurance  that  we  have  retained  the  essence  of  an  ordi- 
nance when  we  deliberately  depart  from  the  mode  prescribed 
by  the  law-giver?  God  commanded  Noah  to  build  an  ark  of 
Gopher  wood,  and  suppose  he  had  substituted  white  pine  for 
Gopher  wood,  would  this  deviation  from  the  divine  command 
have  retained  the  "essence"  of  it?  If  Noah  had  thus  exer- 
cised his  own  discretion  in  a  matter  where  none  had  been 
given  him,  would  God  have  accepted  the  act  as  having  in  it 
the  essence  of  obedience?  Tlje  very  supposition  is  prepos- 
terous, not  to  say  impious. 


liTTEEi.  irmjl  V  admin^cl  that  iHgortidzt^  measis^  to  imir>f?rj*,*nii 
tiiu:  TUt  Ui*flixrL  nf  liu^nasni  i»tieiDed  to  Tegriire  it  it^  vtsD  aj^  por- 
sniiu.  luiiL  nil  zut  pun  of'  xbt  snl^iecL  JLDi,  to  rht  creffii  rf 
PrcixeatuiitifiDk.  "dit  rverwijtiniiu£r  musff  of  l>ca-  «ci>oiitre»,  -oom- 
Tueimniin^  und  'diH»ajo£ri&it&.  xLt  jiri^tstf^  szid  ji-Tofeasonp  of  her 
ij[»li€5£rej-  uiic  niiJvfii«rJefL  and  xht  Lcid£«  of  Ler  Surnisis,  iar 
Miad«{)rnu»iieT«f  and  iiifltaiittTiE.  iiD  admit  Jisd  dwilitre  tiiaa:  l#icp- 
wiri  niisaiif  i:-  immfiTHfu  aud  that  innuerac*!!  vaf^  UDdonli'tedhr 
tLt  jirairii'.tt^  tif  "dit  ;}iriiiiiiivf-  ciiurtibef :  ii*d  tbt-  onrr  eiw^naaa 
if  L  «iiiaL.  auc  Tiiui^  G^od  !  a  T«rr  frmall,  clas«  of  iDoderii  ood- 

I*TtH5iut3in  lliiimmuiL,  of  Browii  ITinTflraatT.  in  Ji  rftoent  jnaBl- 
«c  addrtMif : 


*' J  iRipTfiiiH  if  til  tip  admitfiRd.  Mr.  T^esideot.  Vnr  aO  Taal  fubcABS, 
uitilicu.  leumiiii:  unci  tiif-  hictiflr  iiJiilitail  oritiaisxxk.  if  ii2»if«ffi±ier  an 
mUL.  1:  ih-  jtanuxpsi.  ii«edlfi»  m  tiiif  ^irefHuutf-  t(>  fuix  thai  t±if«  two,  if  not 
tkit  tiiTtft..  ii]T»*ixii>(n  iiibiica!  Mtiiiuhu?^  ixi  xhif^  nnimtrr  an  Ba^iciflBi.  I  siqv- 
jHNfe  ii  11  \H  udmiu^fd  ivr  ul]  rfui]  IdiiliRal  Mibtiliuv  (if  IkcL  IBnrfifie  ad 
America.  tiuE  nir  mi lut  iif  inxjrzinai  "vaf  tiIh*  ^irimitjvf-  (iimu  3  foippofie  it 
If'  IM  Mumtnffi;  tvr  uM  uiiiujHTimn  axid  <:uudid  iKiiKiluriL  Snrrififtaa  and 
Anitirioin.  tiuc  iii«!Tt  ^ith  ai •  jidiun  tiujitiaiij  in  likK  ^iriixiitiT'f  nhurcib ;  tiuct 
tm  iiTK:  ''IiiTMfiiuuf  rwMLn^tiCi  iimnisiL  miK  foj  jn-dft'SHidii  fif  ^icfrsvmal  Iktl^ 
ii:  CarH:  nm:  ii»*jn  art  ac'Truff**  iif  tJiib^ir  3L7iiHwiparr  fc  Pajiarr  in  die 
?54»v^  T*?*maa*!ni.  TaefR  3  takt  if*  kn  tiit-  iu^ra.  in  tbf  faweu  ^Rm^  arf-^ct 
difl[|iiniffj  i\v  inijiurtuii  «uhiilaxik.  'Wt  oul  fumaacjii  fcir  our  iufp^irt,  li)flv^- 
fun..  iiH  iiiiili'jal  ieuniiair  nf  lia  ^warid/' 

V«rt  tiiw**  KtHttnufriJtf  lac  drftoifflWf-  so  emiDfint  a  sciolar, 
out  n:  iiwii*-  Ii  Ilujo+n  vitimU  voTiidiJcniifiTe  ja'oii)r»iii)oedtb«na 
ii:  Zht  nnr  of  lilt  vorid. 

1l  m-T*T»:'T^  cif  viiat  I  lurrt-  fuod.  I  read  lirete  «*tatemfln1a!uaM 

•SrcuL  h  liuTcifT..  cmf -frciiL  a  Lirtberaru  nud  cme  frcmi  a  Presbv- 

leriaL  —  iii:>«:  *miiiiei:i  ii»t!n. 

1.  Preaidmn  IhtttiiuBiia :  "TEliuC  ibpfiTmlNiiism  cuf  Inqitiani  v  nppoMid  to 
"ttif-  idtiiJ  11?  gprhifclrnr  Q^^  jKYnzini;.  or  aar  mhm  uffl  'duoi  inaDfiniian.^ 

1.  Breavtshueider :  '*  Baptxae  tf  iht  f>rxD^jilic!aI  rite  >«r  ic^r^.  ao(virdiii|r 
K»  tttt-  n^naotioa  eommaad  •  of  Ciirifll,  {vnawnratina  nf  Chriiicia&lt?'  it^ 
accfimipiHdied  in-  tia  dippiur  of  tii^  jierRoa  iy>  he  bi^fCisiAd  iat/^  iraiar.  )«r 
lueaia  nf  'vrliJtsL  an:  ouir  ht  \mi:nnk»  ^utitkad  ir*  aD  tbf ■  pririUjjnts.  )mt 
aiW'  takfiF  na  liinwclf  aL  tia  liahOiiief-  nf  "Qxt  OnifoaaaT 

'1.  Ife.  Grtfi.  OamjttKiH.  IPreRhrtcBiaa.  Prraidflal  fff  )iflar»cdial  OoDflffCi, 
^•(itlaad.  37M> :     "  J  hae%^  iieord  a  dif^iutani.  la  dciflaanr  ftf  «tTiiin)af3*  and 
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use,  maintain  tliat  tlie  word  rendered  in  the  New  Testament  baptize, 
means  more  properly  to  sprinkle  than  to  plunge,  and  in  defiance  of  all 
antiquity,  that  the  former  was  the  earliest  and  the  most  general  practice 
in  baptizing!  One  who  argues  in  this  manner,. never  fails  with  persons 
of  knowledge,  to  betray  the  cause  he  would  defend ;  though  with  respect  to 
the  vulgar,  bold  assertions  generally  succeed  as  well  as  argument,  and 
sometimes  better;  yet  a  candid  mind  will  always  disdain  to  take  the  help 
of  falsehood,  even  in  the  support  of  the  truth."    Lee.  X.  on  Pulpit  JElo.f 

Remember  Dr.  C.  was  a  Presbyterian. 

In  supporting  my  proposition,  I  shall  but  establish  the  truth 
of  these  statements.  I  do  not  in  the  least  indicate  that  my 
opponent  will  lay  himself  open  to  the  rebuke  of  Dr.  Geo. 
Campbell  —  he  need  not  do  it,  but  should  he  see  fit  to  do  so,  I 
shall  not  seek  to  abate,  but  shall  certainly  think  him  deserving 
of  the  vei'dict  Dr.  Campbell  so  forcibly  and  justly  pronounces 
upon  so  reckless  a  disputant. 

At  the  outstart  of  this  discussion,  I  think  it  best  to  submit 
the  leading  rules  of  biblical  interpretation,  selected  from 
standard  sources,  that  must  govern  our  investigations  and 
interpretations  of  divine  truth.  I  have  selected  them  from 
Stuart,  Morus,  Ernesti,  Home,  and  Blackstone,  to  none  of 
which  will  my  opponent  object;  if  so,  he  can  file  his  objection : 

RULES   OF   INTERPRETATION. 

Y.  Every  word  muse  have  some  specific  idea  or  noiion^  which  we  call  meaning. 
Were  not  this  so,  words  would  be  meaningless  and  useless. 

II.  The  literal,  which  is  also  called  the  grammatical  sense  of  a  word,  is 
the  sense  so  Connected  with  it  that  it  is  first  in  order,  and  is  spontaneously 
presented  to  tlie  mind  as  soon  as  the  sound  is  heard.  This  meaning  is 
always  (save  in  one  lexicon, ».  «.,  Stokius')  placed  first  in  the  lexicons, 
and  is  Itnown  as  the  primary  meaning. 

in.  "The  primary  or  literal  meaning  \aihe  only  true  one.^^  Ernesti, 
p.  14. 

Ernesti  quotes  Morus  in  support  of  this: 

"There  can  be  no  certainty  at  all  in  respect  to  the  interpretation  of  any 
passage,  unless  a  kind  of  necessity  compels  us  to  afiix  a  particular  sense  to 
a  word ;  which  sense,  as  I  have  before  said,  must  be  one;  and  unless  there 
are  special  reasons  for  a  tropical  ( or  secondary)  meaning,  it  must  be  the 
literal  sense.'' 

Moses  Stuart  says: 
"If  any  one  shoidd  deny  that  the  above  prindples  lead  to  certainty 
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when  strictly  observed,  he  would  deny  the  poeslbility  of  finding  the  mean* 
ing  of  language  with  certainty." 

Blackstone  says: 

'^  To  interpret  a  law,  we  must  inqoire  after  the  will  of  the  tftaker^  which 
may  be  coUeeted  either  from  the  words,  the  context,  the  subject-matter, 
the  effects  and  consequences,  or  spirit  and  reason  of  ttie  law.  .  ( 1 )  Words 
are  generully  to  be  understood  in  their  usual  and  most  knowing  signifi- 
cation; not  so  much  regarding  the  propriety  of  grammar  as  their  general 
and  popular  use.  *  *  ( 2 )  If  words  happen  still  to  be  dubious,  we  may 
establish  their  meaning  from  the  context,  etc.  Of  the  same  nature  and  use 
is  the  comparison  of  law  with  laws  that  are  made  by  the  same  legislator, 

that  have  Home  affinity  with  the  subject^  or  that  EXPRESSLY  RELATE  TO  THE 

SAME  POINT."    Blackstonc^8  Oom.^  Vol,  /,  pp,  59-61, 

IV.  We  are  not  at  liberty  to  fix  an  arbitrary  sense  to  a  word,  nor  can 
the  meaning  of  a  word  be  diverse  or  multifarious  at  the  same  time  and  in 
the  same  passage,  (».«.,  the  satiie  word  cannot  mean  to  sprinkle  and  to 
poiur  upon  or  to  dip  into,  since  they  are  difierent  acts.) 

Staart  remarks  on  this  rule  : 

(a)  '^The  fact  that  usage  has  attached  any partietHar  nuaning  to  a  word, 
like  any  other  historical  fact,  is  to  be  proved  by  adequate  testimony. 
This  testimony  may  be  drawn  IVom  books  in  which  the  word  is  employed, 
( this  is  the  usus  loquendi ).  But  the  fact  of  a  particular  meaning  being 
atUiched  to  a  wonl  when  once  established,  can  no  more  be  changed  or 
denieti  than  any  historical  fact  whatever. 

(b)  ^^  All  men,  in  their  daily  conversation  and  writings,  attach  but  <m« 
seme  to  a  word,  at  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  passage,  unless  they 
design  to  speak  in  enigmas.  Of  course  it  would  be  in  opposition  to  the 
universal  custom  of  language,  if  ino^e  than  one  meaning  should  be  attached 
to  any  wonl  of  Scripture  in  such  a  case."  ' 

V.  To  attempt  to  gather  the  sense  of  words  fh>m  things  rather  than 
what  we  ought  to  think  of  things  from  the  words  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  is 
deceptive  and  fallacious. 

Ernosti  quotes  Melancthon  as  saying: 

'^  The  Scripture  cannot  be  understood  theologically  until  it  is  understood 

grammatically.  ' 

Luther  also  savs : 

"A  certain  knowledge  of  the  sense  ci  Scripture  depends  solely  on  a 
knowledge  of  words." 

I  call  special  attention  to  the  following  most  important,  bat 

generally  overlooked  or  unreoeived,  law  of  interpretation : 

\T.  The  principles  of  interpretation  are  common  to  sacred  and  ordinary 
writings,  and  the  Scriptures  are  to  be  investigated  by  the  same  rules  as 
other  books. 

Stuart  adds  this  forcible  remark: 

*'  The  Bible  was  made  for  man,  and  in  the  language  of  men,  and  must 
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be  traiislatetl  by  the  rulw  that  govern  human  language  or  they  are  of  no 
use  to  the  race.'' 

The  last  question  we  settle,  touching  the  correct  principles 

of  interpretation   is,   how   the   meaning  of  a  word   can    be 

ascertained. 

VII.  The  meanhig  of  any  word  hi  the  New  Testament  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  itsus  loquendi, 

1.  By  the  usus  loquendi  is  meant  the  sense  which  usage  attaches  to  the 
words  of  any  language.  We  obtain  direct  testimony  as  to  the  usus  loquendi, 
Says  Emesti :  , 

"1.  From  the  writers  to  whom  the  language  investigated  was  vernacular ^ 
or  from  their  cotemporaries. 

^'2.  From  those  who,  though  foreigners,  had  learned  the  language  in 
<iuestlon. 

^'$.  From  scholiasts,  glossographies  and  versions  made  while  the  lan- 
guage was  spoken,  and  by  those  who  were  acquainted  with  it. 

"4.  By  the  comparison  of  parallel  passages." 
Dr.  Home  gives  us  a  few  simple  rules: 

1.  Tfie  meaning  of  a  word  used  by  any  writer  is  the  meaning  affixed  to  it 
by  tliosefor  whom  he  immediately  wrote. 

2.  The  received  ( or  most  obvious )  signification  of  a  word  is  to  be  in  all 
cases  retained  unless  weighty  and  necessary  reasons  require  that  it  should 
be  abandoned. 

3.  In  no  case  may  we  select  a  meaning  repugnant  to  natural  resuion. 

The  correctness  of  these  rules,  my  opponent  will  not  ques- 
tion—  no  man  can  question  —  and  their  application  to  the 
interpretation  of  God's  word  will  forever,  without  the  least 
difficulty,  settle  the  meaning  of  baptidzOy  and  that  of  every 
other  word  connected  with  this  discussion;  and  so  easy  are 
they  to  be  understood  and  applied,  that  a  child  in  years,  if 
only  accountable,  can  understand  and  apply  them. — [^Timeout.'] 


isR  Gazat  Cajlxollios  De&ltx. 


DR.  DITZLER^ 

FIRST    REPLY. 

Ma.  Pa^^TDSST : — ^With  profoond  grmdtude  to  God  for  hia 
preaervicg  are  xnd  redeeming  merer,  we  appear  before  joa 
t«>-daT  to  present  oar  de^n^e  of  what  we  believe  to  be  the 
rmxh  of  G*3d.  It  is  with  pteaBore  and  satisfiiction  that  we 
have  one  ^y  experienced  in  Chrisdan  pdemiee,  matured  in 
jnd^^ement.  ripe  in  scholarship,  skillfal  in  debate  ae  J.  B.  Graves^ 
LLD. 

From  my  eitensiTe  toors,  of  laie  j€ars,  in  Tennessee,  Ala- 
bama«  ^[iSsoari  and  Texas,  and  in  So^athem  Eentnckr.  T  learned 
that  no  man  *ya  the  Continent  commanded  the  influence 
xmon^  Bofdsts  that  Dr.  Graves  now  commands.  It  is,  there- 
rbre,  with  pp^pri^tv  that  the  Ba^'dst  p^apers  speak  as  does  the 
iTtj^ten*  Riptl^U  when  it  sav* : 

-  r^.  Graves  has  a  reputation,  honestly  and  folly  deserved, 
that  is  world-wide.  We  doubt  not,  if  it  was  left  to  the  Bap- 
tists of  the  SjQth  and  West,  in  sach  a  iiiscussion  as  the  pres- 
etit  one,  he  would  be  the  first  choice,  bv  unanimous  consent. 
His  great  famiiliarity  with  the  points  at  issue,  his  wonderful 
pt"»wer5  of  analysis,  his  rhetorical  skilL  his  reaiiness  and  bril- 
liaiit  repartee,  Tn:ike  him  a  io^  to  be  dreaded  before  the  mass- 
es. In  a  word,  he  is  everything  that  could  be  desired  for  die 
work  t»efore  him.^ 

He  evidently  pities  me.  and  says : 

••  We  rejoice  that  Mr.  Ktzler  has  consented  to  become  tie 
scape-goat  tor  the  Meth^xiists  oi  CarroUtoo.^ 

In  sTich  a  discussion  as  this,  it  is  fully  expected  that  th*?se 
fuTi'lamental  principles  in  philology  that  lie  at  the  foundation 
of  this  Nitrstion.  read  bv  Ih-.  Graves,  and  on  which  all  imraer- 
s;«-^isT  writers  of  note  a^ree,  the  question  turns — by  them  set- 
tie<3 — wiZ]  be  fallv,  scientifi-^allv  and.  therefore,  sati^factorilv 
«err]e«L  H*!:«?e.  **:»  rm^'h  A*^  rM^holar?  realize  this,  that  Dr. 
Cocact  has  i>rjjy  1^  1--  lines  ot  English  quotations  fri^m  the 
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Bible.  16  1-2  lines  from  James'  version,  in  his  whole  book  on 
baptism,  if  I  was  correct  in  my  careful  count,  and  A.  Camp- 
bell, 10  1-2.     These  are  fair  examples. 

The  rules  of  exegesis,  read  to  you  by  the  Doctor,  we  cordially 
accept  in  their  connection  and  intent,  so  far  as  Ernesti,  Stuart 
and  Blackstone  were  cited. 

MODE   OR   ACTION   OF   BAPTISM. 

The  first  thing  in  order  now  is,  a  definition  of  the  terms  «o 
often  to  be  used,  and  often  accommodatingly,  during  this  dis- 
cussion. 

Dip. — To  dip,  in  the  sense  we  aim  to  discuss  here,  is  to  put 
an  object  in  or  into  an  element  (water)  and  immediately  with- 
draw it.  To  such  an  act,  we  apply  the  word  dip.  (See  Web- 
ster.) It  was  the  word  always  used  by  the  Baptists  till  com- 
paratively recent  times.     It  is  very  different  from  immerse. 

Immerse. — Immerse  is  an  Anglicized  Latin  word,  eminent- 
ly classic,  compounded  of  m,  spelled  iin  for  euphony,  and  mergo 
to  sink.  Hence,  the  English  of  immerse  is  to  sink  in.  When- 
ever you  put  an  object  into  or  under  a  liquid,  it  is  immersed 
while  it  remains  in  the  element.  The  moment  it  is  withdrawn, 
it  is  not  immersed. 

In  fully  three-fourths  of  the  terms  in  regular  use,  where  dip 
is  used,  it  is  a  partial,  not  complete,  though  momentary  en- 
trance into  the  liquid.  I  am  said  to  dip  my  finger  into  a  drop 
of  liquid,  my  pen  in  ink,  a  piece  of  bread  in  sop.  There  is 
no  envelopment  in  such  cases,  and  only  momentary  contact. 

AUTHORITIES. 

The  authorities  usually  appealed  to  are  (1)  the  expressions 
used  in  James'  version,  which  is  a  reprint  of  Tyndale's,  1626, 
so  far  as  the  New  Testament  expressions  and  use  of  baptize 
go.  As  Dr.  Graves  proves,  introduction  to  M.  Stuart  On 
Baptism,  page  24,  that  immersion  was  the  practice  in  Eng- 
land, long  after  this,  even  till  the  17th  century,  when  asper- 
sion gradually  camain;  and  A.  Campbell,  Christian  Baptism 
140,  proves  that  James'  translators  would  not  on  any  "occa- 
sion  fiivor  the  innovation  of  sprinkling  by  any  rendering  or 
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note  marginal  in  that  translation,"  we  are  perfectly  willing 
to  appeal  the  case  to  the  highest  courts  of  judicature  known 
in  the  republic  of  letters. 

By  consent  and  practice  of  all  parties,  our  leading  sources 
of  information  here,  are, 

1.  The  Lexicons. 

2.  Th6  Original  Languages,  in  which  now  comparative 
philology  must  be  introduced. 

3.  The  Ancient  Versions,  made  by  the  most  competent 
authorities,  and  so  sustained  and  preserved  through  all  time 
since. 

The  first  and  most  popular  appeal  is  to  the  Greek  Lexicons 

that  define  the  verb  baptidzo^  i,  e  ,  baptize.     Over  all  the  land, 

for  years  past,  the  language  I  find  in  last  week's  paper  {^The 

Baptist),  and  verbatim  the  same  in  the  tract  sent  out  by  the 

Central  Baptist  Company,  St  Louis,  Mo.,  page  17,  has  been  in 

substance  reflected,  until  it  is  a  song : 

"  Thirty-two  Greek  lexicons  define  bapUdzo^  to  dip,  plunge,  or  immerse, 
and  not  one  of  them  defines  it  to  pour  or  to  sprinkle." 

We  charge  not  those  good  men  with  willful  wrong  here. 
We  believe  they  never  saw  the  great  body  of  the  works  else- 
where by  them  quoted  or  named.  But  we  look  for  a  better 
course  hereafter. 

Are  our  immersion  friends  willing  to  be  governed  by  the 
lexicons?  Will  they  abide  their  authority?  Some  lexicons 
are  written  solely  to  explain  classic  Greek,  where  baptizo  ap- 
plies to  overwhieming  with  debts,  taxes,  burdens;  to  intoxi- 
cate, overwhelming  and  sinking  ships,  drowning,  overflowing, 
inundating,  etc.,  L  e.,  to  abusing,  aspersing,  pouring  abuse 
upon  people,  but  never  in  the  New  Testament  is  it  so  used. 
In  classics  it  is  never  used  in  any  religious  or  ceremonial 
sense. 

They  at  times,  though  rarely,  tell  us  such  and  such  word  is 
used  ill  the  New  Testament  in  such  and  such  sense,  also  mark- 
ing the  distinction  of  its  use  and  meaning  in  classic  and  New 
Testament  Greek. 

On  the  contrary,  many  lexicons  are  published  solely  to  de- 
fine New  Testament  Greek.     These  vary  in  difierent  schools. 


Mode  of  Baptism.  af 

One,  as  Wahl,  will  explain  the  New  Testament  words,  at 
times,  from  New  Testament  standpoints,  at  others,  wholly 
from  the  classic  stand-point,  while  Stokius  mixes  badly  and 
perplexes  often,  and  is  seemingly  contradictory  of  himself. 
Others,  the  great  body  of  them,  give  the  classic  meanings, 
then  the  New  Testament  meaning  elaborately.  We  shall 
quote  the  great  body  of  the  best  lexicons  of  all  schools  and  all 
ages  known. 

To  save  time,  then,  we  freely  grant  you,  that  when  giving 
the  classic  meanings,  all  lexicons  give  either  immerse,  sink 
(its  English),  dip,  plunge,  overwhelm,  often  all,  as  among  the 
classic  meanings,  and  a  very  few,  as  Bretschneider,  Wahl, 
etc.,  give  one  or  more  of  these  as  among  the  New  Testament 
meanings.  We  make  this  statement  to  do  justice  to  all  sides. 
Besides,  our  opponent  will  fully  present  that  side.  The  only 
question  with  our  opponent  being:  Do  they  give  sprinkle  or 
pour  ?     That  is  the  point  at  issue  now. 

T  will  give  four  authorities,  first,  who  did  not  write  lexi- 
cons, or  a  Clavis,  Critica  Sacra,  etc.,  but  who  spoke  from  the 
stand-point  of  lexicography,  defining  and  rendering  the  word. 
We  quote  them,  because  they  are  earlier  than  any  lexicon  we 
have  defining  baptidzo,  Ilesychius  and  Suidas,  i.  e.,  natives, of 
the  4th  and  10th  centuries,  only  defining  partially  the  root 
hapto. 

1.  Tertullian,  A.  D.,  190,  defines  baptizo  to  sprinkle  {per- 
fundere).     Do  Anima,  c.  51. 

2.  Julianus,  4th  century,  a  most  learned  critic,  defines  it 
sprinkle  (perfumlere).    Beza's  Annot.  Matt.  iii. 

8.  Augustine,  the  illustrious  theologian  of  that  age,  sanc- 
tions this,  as  to  its  religious  import.  See  Beza's  Annot.  Matt, 
iii.  6, 11,  folio. 

4.  Euthymius,  a  learned  Greek  father,  4th  century,  renders 
baptizo  to  sprinkle,  {rantidzo),    Alford,  on  Mark  vii.  4. 

5.  Schwarzius,  to  sprinkle,  to  besprinkle,  to  pour  upon. 
Ingham  (Baptist)  Hand-book  on  Baptism,  p.  40,  and  in 
Booth's  Pedobaptist,  in  Baptist  Library,  p.  351-2. 

6.  Grimshaw,  (copied)  "besprinkle." 
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7.  Ed.  Robinson,  "  the  more  general  idea  of  ablution  or 
aftusion." 

8.  Kouma,  native  Greek,  besprinkle,  shed  forth. 

9.  Wahl,  edition  of  1881,  to  sprinkle  (perfundo). 

10.  Parkhurst,  111,  eftusion,  copying  Stokius. 

11.  Liddell  &  Scott,  Ist  edition,  steep,  wet,  pour  upon. 

12.  Suicer,  by  immersion  or  sprinkling  {per  immersUmem  aut 
aspersionem). 

13.  Schneider,  wie  brecho  (as  that  word  in  meaning),  shed 
forth,  sprinkle,  wet 

14.  Sophocles,  ablution,  bathed  (baptized)  in  tears. 

15.  Ed.  Leigh,  to  sprinkle  (adspergere). 

16.  Wolfius,  sprinkle  (aspersione), 

17.  Walaeus,  indifferently  sprinkling,  or  inmiersion  {asper- 
sione an  immersione),    Leigh's  Crit.  Sac. 

18.  Vossius,  iii.  {adspergere)  to  sprinkle. 

19.  Arst,  perfusion  {perfusionem). 

20.  Schaetgennius,  to  pour  forth  (profundo). 

21.  Ewing,  pour  abundantly  upon,  t.  €.,  infuse.  Ligham, 
p.  39.  Elder  Wilkes,  Louisville  Debate,  511,  reports  him 
overwhelmed  by  pouring  upon,  drench  or  impregnate  with 
liquor  by  afiusion. 

22.  Gazes,  learned  native  Greek,  shed  forth  anything,  water, 
pour  upon  {epichuno)y  epiy  upon ;  and  eheOy  pour. 

23.  Stokius.  As  the  three  following  lexicons  are  so  im- 
portant, and  so  generally  garbled,  we  will  read  their  defini- 
tions in  full,  the  more  as  Stokius  and  Schleusner  are  of  the 
class  that  believed  that  wash,  sprinkle,  etc.,  were  meanings 
domed  from  the  idea  of  dipping  or  immersing. 

Stokias,  "  baptidzoy  lavoy  baptizOy  passivum  baptidzomaiy  IuoTj 

»<— I  wash,  (wash,  wet,  besprinkle),  I  baptize^  passive  voice, 

ished."    He  then  gives  its  classic,  or  general  meaning, 

erstood  it,  in  the  usual  note  he  appends  to  most 

re  be  analyzes  it  from  the  unscientific  and  false 

9f  that  day,  refuted  by  both  sides  now.    "  Gener- 

■he  force  of  the  word,  it  obtains  the  sense  of  dip- 
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piug  or  immersing.  Specially  (a)  properly  it  is  to  immerse 
or  dip  in  water.  (6)  Tropically^  (1)  by  a  metalepsiSy  it  is  to 
wash  {lavare),  or  cleanse  (abluere)^  because  anything  is  accus- 
tomed to  be  dipped  or  immersed  in  water,  that  it  may  be 
washed  or  cleansed,  {ut  lavetwTy  vel  abluatuTy  quamquam  et  ad- 
spergendo  aquam^  lotio  vel  ablatio  fieri  queat  et  soleat^  Mark  vii.  4; 
Luke  xi.  38.  Hinc  transferetur  ad  baptisnii  sacramentum^  etc, 
.  .  .  Per  Met.  designat  (a)  miramdosam  Spiritus  S.  [sancti]  effu- 
sionem  super  apostoloSy  aliosque  credenteSj  turn  ob  donorum  Spiritus 
S.,  copiam.,  prout  olim  aqua  baptizandis  copiose  aff'undebaturj  vel 
illi  penitus  in  aquam  immergebanturj  etc.)  Note  well  this  author, 
— "that  it  may  be  washed  or  cleansed,  although  also,  the  wash- 
ing or  cleansing  can  be^  and  generally  is,  accomplished  by 
SPRINKLING  THE  WATER,  Mark  vii.  4,  Lukc  xi.  38.  Mencey  it  is 
transferred  to  the  sacrament  of  baptism."  Here  Stokius, 
always  heralded  as  the  prince  of  immersion  lexicons,  tells  us 
that  the  washing  of  baptidzo  was  generally  {soleat  fieri)  accom- 
plished (adspergendo)  by  sprinkling  the  water,  and  cites  the  gos- 
pels of  Mark  and  Luke  as  his  proofs ; — in  view  of  that  fact,  the 
term  is  "applied  to  the  sacrament  of  baptism,"  and  quotes  a 
number  of  texts  on  that  point.  But  he  does  not  stop  there. 
"  3.  Metaphorically,  it  designates  {a)  the  miraculous  pouring 
out  (efifusionem)  of  the  Holy  Spirit  upon  the  apostles  and  other 
believers,  as  well  on  account  of  the  abundance  of  the  gifts  of 
the  Holy  Spirit,  since  anciently  the  water  was  copiously 
poured  upon  those  baptized,  or  they  were  immersed  deep  in 
the  water,  etc."  Here  Stokius  declares  that  because  the  water 
was  copiously  poured  on  those  baptized,  hence  the  New  Tes- 
tament writers  apply  baptidzo  to  the  miraculous  pouring  out  of 
the  Spirit. 

24.  Schleusner  has  been  claimed  as  a  great  witness  for  ex- 
clusive immersion.  I  hold  him  as  well  as  Stokius  in  my  hand. 
He  is  a  great  standard.  "  Properly :  I  immerse  or  dip,  I 
plunge  into  water,  from  bapto,  and  answers  to  {i.  e.,  translates) 
tabkaiy  2  Kings  v.  14,  in  the  Alexandrian  vemon,  and  tabha 
in  [the  version  of]  Symmachus,  Ps.  68,  5.  and  in  an  uncertain 
one  [/.  €.,  who  translated  it,]  Ps.  tx.  6.  But  in  this  sense  it 
never  occurs  in  the  New  Testjiment,  but  very  frequently  [it 
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does]  in  Greek  writers  [i.  e.,  classics]y  for  example,  Diodorus 
Siculus  i.  36,  of  the  overflowing  of  the  Nile  {de  Nilo  exundante)^ 
etc."  "Strabo,  Polybius,  etc.'*  Like  Stokius,  he  now  de- 
rives wash,  cleanse,  from  the  idea  of  dipping  in  water  that  an 
object  may  be  washed,  "  hence,  2.  abluoy  lavo,  aqua  purgo '' — ^I 
cleanse,  I  wash,  I  purify  with  water.  Thus  (sic)  it  occurs  in 
the' New  Testament,"  etc.  He  cites  cases,  renders  it  wash 
{lavare)  each  time,  or  baptizo — ^'^  not  only  to  wash,  but  even  to 
wash  one's  self  can  be  proved  by  many  passages.  Hence,  it  is 
transferred  to  the  solemn  rite  of  baptism."  He  shows  where, 
in  this  connection,  the  Greek  bapiidzo  intei*changed  in  many 
codices  (MSS.)  with  rantidzOy  sprinkle.  He  continues  :  "  4. 
Metaphorically,  as  the  Latin  {imbuo)  to  imbue,  to  give  and  ad- 
minister to  copiously,  POUR  forth  {prof undo)  abundantly." 
Such  is  the  testimony  of  this  learned  lexicographer.  His  sense 
is — baptidzo  is  not  used  modally  in  the  New  Testament  at  all. 
It  is  used  for  an  ordinance,  a  rite.  It  may  be  performed  in 
any  mode  possible — cKp,  sprinkle^  pour.  In  the  mere  sense  of 
dip,  etc.,  it  never  occurs  there — in  the  classic  aeuQe  it  never  oc- 
curs, as  in  Diodorus  Sic.  1,  Strabo,  Polybius — in  the  mere 
sense  of  "  tabhal  and  tabha "  in  Hebrew.  Note,  he  gives 
"  pour  "  as  one  of  its  New  Testament  uses. 

25.  Passow.  "We  reserve  this  to  the  lasL  because  it  is  ad- 
mitted  by  all  scholars — German,  English,  American — by  im- 
mersionists  and  affusionists  to  be  the  most  learned,  most 
scientific  and  critical  of  all  Greek  lexicons  ever  issued — 1841 
— being  in  three  large  volumes,  the  one  I  hold  having  1,884 
pages  in  it,  double  column,  fine  print  Hence,  the  falsity  of 
Liddell  and  Scott,  whose  lexicon,  far  smaller  than  this  one 
volume,  though  coarser  print  also,  is  claimed  to  be  an  enlarge- 
ment  of  this  !  It  is  in  German.  "  Baptidzo^  from  baptOy  1,  otit 
and  repeatedly  to  immerse,  to  submerge,  with  eis  and  pros^  etc. 
Thence,  to  moisten,  to  wet,  sprinkle  {benetzeny  anfeuchteUy 
hegiessen  .  .  .  ubr.y  ubergiessenj  uberschutten]  uberhaufen^  etc.) 
.  .  .  generally  TO  besprinkle,  to  pour  upon,  to  overwhelm^  to 
burden  with  taxes,  debts,  etc.  ...  8.  to  baptize,  suflfer  one's 
self  to  be  baptized ;  also  to  bathe,  to  wash."  Such  is  Passow's 
and  Host's  testimony. 
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Where  now  this  cry  of  no  lexicon  defining  baptidzo  to 
sprinkle  nor  to  pour?  What  will  they  say  now?  Will  they 
cease  such  publications?  Or  will  they  go  on  as  before,  and 
repeat  tlie  same  old  song  with  ears  deaf,  and  necks  hardened 
against  all  the  facts  in  the  case  ? 

There  is  another  class  of  lexicons  in  the  Greek,  we  must 
notice.  Budaeus,  151l\  H.  Stephanus,  1572.  Scapula,  1579. 
Pasow,  Iledericus,  Schrevellius,  etc^,  being  all  abridgenients 
directly  from  Stephanus,  and  he  the  same  as  Budaeus.  These 
all  give  (1)  for  classic  meaning,  sink  and  overwhelm.  (2) 
They  do  not  define  it  by  dip,  the  very  thing  our  opponents  all 
want.  (3)  Not  one  of  them  gives  any  other  New  Testament 
meaning  than  abluo,  lavo,  cleanse,  wash.  They  all  being  mere 
abridgements,  Budaeus  and  Stephanus  alone  deserve  atten- 
tion. They  carefully  separate  the  New  Testament  meaning 
from  the  classic  meaning.  While  they  carefully  define  it  by 
words  that  cover  our  case,  by  a  word  that  while  it  means  to 
wash  (lavo)  is  also  defined  besprinkle  by  every  Latin  lexicon 
we  ever  saw,  yet  they  never  give  dip  or  immerse  as  a  New 
Testament  or  Bible  meaning  at  all.  Hence,  we  have  now 
over  thirty  authorities,  from  the  stand-point  of  simple  lexico- 
graphy, with  us,  and  against  our  opponent. 

This  is  the  more  valuable,  when  we  remember  that  Bud- 
aeus and  Stephanus  were  reared  and  wrote  their  lexicons 
under  the  supreme  reign  of  dipping — when  dipping  was  the 
law  and  almost  universal  practice.  See  Conant,  Baptizein, 
138-9,  law  in  England  for  dipping,  as  lately  reinforced  in  1662, 
and  observed  as  such  by  J.  Wesley,  1736,  in  the  colony  of 
Georgia,  because  a  royal  statute  required  it,  and  Wall,  ii.  581, 
note  on  Dr.  Whittaker,  1624. 

It  must  be  remembered,  that  as  late  as  1470  there  was  not 
a  man  in  France,  England  or  Germany  that  could  read  Greek, 
nor  up  till  then  had  a  grammar  or  lexicon  of  the  Greek  been 
published  in  either  of  those  countries.  Hence,  a  scientific  or 
philological  treatment  of  the  subject  could  not  be  as  yet  ex- 
pected. The  sympathy  of  all  the  early  lexicographers  of  France 
and  England  was  with  immersionists.  Hence,  quotations 
from  Aquinas,  Scotus,  etc.,  13th  century,  as  well  as  many 
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others  we  see  in  Booth  and  Baptist  works,  amount  to  nothing 
on  such  a  question  as  this,  their  opinion  being  worth  no  more 
than  it  would  be  on  astronomy,  and  for  the  same  reason. 

But  our  opponents,  so  confident  in  lexicography,  will  not, 
dare  not  risk  their  cause  with  the  lexicons.  Far  from  it. 
President  J.  M.  Pendleton,  of  Pennsylvania,  formerly  of  Ten- 
nessee, in  '*  Why  I  am  a  Baptist,  "  86,  96 ;  Dr  A.  Carson,  23, 
46,  55.6;  Ingham,  4:J;  A,  Campbell,  114,  122,  127;  Brents, 
263-9 ;  Conant  and  Gale  and  Fuller  throughout,  and  Prof. 
Ripley,  unite  in  the  sentiment :  *'  Use  is  the  sole  arbiter  of 
lanfiruatje.''  Lexicons  *'  do  not  constitute  the  ultimate  au- 
thority."  To  the  original  Greek,  therefore,  and  the  funda- 
mental laws  of  language,  the  science  of  word  building,  of 
philology,  we  have  to  go.  If  you  will  turn  your  telescope 
to  the  philological  heavens,  now  for  the  next  day  or  so,  you 
will  see  great  auroras  of  Greek  light  blazing  across  the  sky; 
the  canons  of  awful  criticism  will  thunder  in  your  ears,  and 
Greek  fire  light  up  all  your  houses. 

In  a  word — now  is  the  time  to  test  the  fundamental  princi- 
ples on  which  our  opponents  build  their  superstructure,  test 
their  value,  and  try  all  these  so-called  canons,  by  which  thry 
propose  to  prove  their  propositions.  If  we  are  to  appeal 
to  language,  we  propose  that  it  be  in  good  faith  that  we  do 
so  appeal,  and  not  to  fty  back  from  the  consequences.  The 
dav  has  come  when  our  claims  here  are  to  be  tried  on  the 
merits  of  the  case,  by  the  strictest  laws  of  language — by  meth- 
ods that  are  scientific — not  superficial,  empirical. 

Immersionists  rely  upon  the  following  as  settled  principles 
and  facts  in  philology : 

1.  That  if  baptidzo  or  any  word  means  to  dip  or  immerse,  it 
never  can  mean  to  sprinkle  or  to  pour.  Dr.  Fuller,  15,  25 ; 
Carson,  52,  Ingham,  104,  109,  184,9;  A.  Campbell,  Christian 
Baptism,  147-9;  Fraser,  70;  Ilinton,  44;  Wilson,  184-5,  etc., 
etc. 

2.  That  wash  is  always  a  meaning  otbaptidzOj  from  the  idea 
of  dipping — a  result  of  it. 

I  now  appeal  to  Dr.  Graves,  and  ask  him,  and  all  his  learn- 
ed associate!!  here :  Is  not  the  study  of  languages  to  proceed 
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as  any  of  the  scienceB,  by  first  collecting  all  the  facts  possible, 
and  then  proceeding  by  inductive  reasoning?  He  is  bound  to 
answer,  Yes.  Have  the  authors — any  of  them,  done  this,  or 
attempted  it,  as  far  as  this  word  is  concerned,  after  a  scientific 
method  ?  Can  he  name  two  lexicons  that  are  not  translations 
or  abridgments,  the  one  of  the  other,  or  both  from  one,  that 
render  this  word  alike?  He  cannot.  Take  Schleusner^s  two 
lexicons— one  for  New  Testament,  the  other  for  Septuagint 
Greek — his  definitions  of  baptidzo  are  wholly  different — radi- 
cally different.  Take  Wahl,  a  noted  lexicographer  as  well  as 
Schleusner,  of  the  present  century.  In  two  editions  of  the 
same  year,  1829,  his  definitions  are  radically  different  as  to 
order,  and  everything  reversed.  In  a  third  edition,  1831,  he 
changes  it  again,  erasing  immerse,  and  inserting  sprinkle,  just 
as  he  had  erased  lavo^  wash,  besprinkle,  from  its  place,  and  in 
the  second  edition  inserted  immerse.  If  science  were  under- 
lying his  superstructure,  it  could  not  totter  thus. 
We  now  propose  to  prove  the  following  facts  : 

1.  That  no  lexicon  gives  immerse  or  dip  as  a  meaning  of 
hipthizo  in  Greek,  earlier  than  B.  C.  165.  i.  e.  Palybius;  next, 
Diodcu'us  Siculus,  B.  C.  66  to  32;  next,  Strabo,  B.  C.  54  to 
A.  D.  54;  next,  Josephus  and  Plutarch,  till  A.  D.  120. 

2.  That  baptidzo  never  means  to  dip. 

8.  That,  though  it  means  in  later  classic  Greek  to  immerse. 
It  is  a  derived,  a  fate,  remote  meaning,  as  well  as  a  rare  one. 

4.  That  by  all  the  laws  of  language,  the  science  of  language, 
sprinkle  is  the  primary  meaning  of  the  word. 

5.  That  all  the  facts,  all  dates,  all  the  laws  of  all  kindred  or 
remoter  languages  completely  sustain  and  demonstrate  this 

fact. 

I  am  to  show,  then,  first,  that  no  lexicon  gives  immerse  or 
dip  as  a  meaning  in  Greek,  earlier  than  Polybius.  This  only 
requires  a  dip  into  them ;  a  glance.  Wahl,  the  most  favor- 
able to  immersion  of  all  lexicons,  gives  Josephus  first,  Poly- 
bius next;  he  is  the  oldest,  he  quotes  for  it,  or  at  all. 
Swarzius,  Polybius  first  and  oldest  that  he  quotes;  so  of 
Stephanus,  Liddell  and  Scott.  Some  lexicons  begin  with  Pin-* 
tarch,  some  with  Diodorus  Siculus,  some  with  Josephus,  a  few 
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with  Polvbias ;  not  one  goes  higher  up  than  to  him  for  im- 
merse. 80  Terretinos  and  Delingios  begin  with  Platarch.  Not 
one  ever  quotes  aathoritj  for  a  litend  meaning  of  bupUdzo  earlier 
than  the  same  ones  jost  given.  This  is  &r  down  in  the  decline, 
in  the  Iron  Age  of  Greek.  Is  that  science  ?  Is  that  philology  ? 
This  proves  one  thing,  at  least :  These  lexicons  were  not  dis- 
cussing pronorie^,  nor  how  meanings  were  derived.  That  field 
is  all  virgin  soil  yet ;  an  unexplored  sea,  so  &r  as  baptidzo  is 
concerned. 

The  Greek  language  had  been  spoken  1,400  years  before 
Diodorus  Siculus  and  these  authors  flourished.  It  had  been 
reduced  to  written  forms  nearly  a  thousand  years  before  these 
men  flourished!  What  chanees,  what  revolutions  occurred 
during  these  centuries  of  change,  of  toil,  of  wars,  of  revolu- 
tions, and  how  absurd  to  seize  a  late,  a  remote,  a  rare  mean- 
ing, as  not  only  the  primary  one,  but  the  only  one. 

Second,  we  will  now  demonstrate  that  immerse  is  a  rare 
and  late  meaning,  and  dip  no  meaning  at  all.  And  (1),  the 
lexicons  sufficiently  attest  that  immerse  is  the  latest  of  all  the 
meanings  of  baptidzo ;  (2),  the  texts  they  always  cite,  demon- 
strate that  dip  is  never  a  meaning  o{  baptidzo.  Let  Dr.  Graves 
examine  them  and  find  one  that  means  dip ;  a  single  citation 
given  by  any  lexicon  in  classic  Greek ;  (3),  we  propose  to 
prove  the  entire  proposition  just  made,  by  the  highest  immer- 
sion authorities  in  the  world — that  have  lived,  or  do  live. 

a.  Here,  let  it  be  remembered,  they  have  all  appealed  their 
cause  to  the  last  and  highest  court,  the  originals  in  Greek,  the 
classics  themselves. 

6.  Let  it  be  carefully  noted  that  this  has  been  chosen  as 
their  best  and  main  support ;  the  Gibraltar  of  defense;  the  lair 
where  they  think  to  turn  upon  their  pursuer  with  hope  of  suc- 
cessful resistance.  y 

c.  We  take  their  own  rendering,  when  avowedly  writing 
and  translating  to  support  their  practices  by  the  classics. 

d.  Before  we  summon  our  witnesses,  let  us  hear  what  these 
immersion  luminaries  wish  to  prove ;  for  which,  like  giants, 
they  hurl  such  fearful  missiles : 
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1.  Dr.  Cox,  Baptist^  says : 

^*  The  idea  of  dipping  is  in  every  instance  [of  bapto  and  baptidzo]  con-> 
v^ed." 

2.  Booth,  the  great  standard  of  Baptists  and  disciples  : 

"  jBo^u^zo  is  a  specific  term.  [So  says  constantly,  A.  Campbell,  e.  g., 
p.  148.]    The  English  expression  dip,  is  a  specific  term."    284. 

8.  Dr.  Gale,  learned  JBaptist : 

"Dipping,  only.  Is  baptism." 

4.  Roger  Williams,  professed  founder  in  America  of  the 
Baptists : 

"  Dipping  is  baptizing,  and  baptifling  is  dipping." 

5.  Dr.  A.  Carson  : 

"  My  position  is,  that  it  always  signifies  to  dip."    Page  55. 

6.  A.  Campbell,  disciple  : 

"All  the  learned  admit  that  its  Ibapiidzd]  primary,  proper,  and  nn- 
figurative  meaning  is  to  dip.  *  *  *  For  all  allow  that  dip  is  the  pri- 
mary and  proper  meaning  of  &a/> to."  He  asserts  that  bapUdzo  "inherits 
the  proper  meaning  of  6ap,  [the  root  syllable]  which  is  dip."  Christian 
Baptism,  120. 

This,  then,  is  settled;  iopftfeo,  according  to  Baptist  author- 
ities, and  A.  Campbell,  always  means  to  dip;  nothing  else. 
Dip  is  the  action  of  their  baptism. 

Let  us  now  present  their  great  lights  in  Europe  and  Ameri- 
ca, past  and  present,  on  this  subject.  Let  me  begin  with  Dr. 
J.  M.  Pendleton,  bosom  friend  in  the  past  with  Dr.  Graves. 

1.  Prof.  Pendleton — ^^  Why  I  am  a  Baptist"  From  page 
97  to  100,  cites  baptidzo  22  times.  Out  of  these  22  cases,  he 
renders  baptidzo  "immerse"  twice;  that  is  20  against  two. 
He  renders  it  dip,  only  once;  that  is  21  against  one  !  Think 
of  that !  Once  only,  does  he  find  baptidzOy  to  his  satisfaction, 
meaning  to  dip ! 

2.  Dr.  Gale,  Baptist,  result — 18  against  three  immerse ! 
Yea,  and  18  against  three  to  dip,  in  classic  usage.  In  Bible 
and  Apocrypha,  outside  the  ordinance,  which  is  the  point  to 
be  proved,  he  has  three  against  one  dip. 

3.  Dr.  R.  Fuller,  Baptist,  has  it  sink  12  times,  immerse 
three,  dip  one ;  21  against  one  dip ! 

4.  M.  Stuart,  Pedobaptist,  summing  up  all  the  arguments 
for  immersion,  endorsed  on  that  part  by  all  the  Baptists  who 
now  write,  especially  by  Dr.  Graves,  who  publishes  it  to  aid 
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their  cause ;  result :  Of  41  citations  on  baptidzo,  immerse  8 
times,  dip  once ;  overwhelm  22  times,  overflow  once.  Here, 
we  have  38  cases,  against  three  for  immerse ;  40  against  one 
for  dip ! 

5.  Dr.  A.  Carson,  the  favorite  Baptist,  prince  of  their  de- 
baters in  Europe  or  America — 81  citations.  Of  these,  im- 
merse three  times,  dip  three  times;  f.  e.,  28  against  three 
dip !    Yet  he  said  it  always  meant  to  dip  ! 

6.  Conant,  head  of  Bible  translators,  prince  of  Baptist 
scholars  in  the  East — ^New  York.  Out  of  63  consecutive  cases, 
pages  43  to  82,  imjnerse  10,  whelm  45,  overwhelm  8 ;  that  is, 
53  against  10  for  immerse ;  63  against  no  dip !  Does  it  al- 
ways mean  to  dip?  Of  uncompounded  occurrences,  classic 
use,  141.  Of  these  141  cases^  dip  seven  times ;  that  is,  134 
against  seven  for  dip!    It  always  means  to  dip,  does  it! 

7.  Ingham,  Baptist,  who  had  Conant,  Carson,  Gale  and  A. 
Campbell,  Booth,  etc.,  before  him.  Of  169  occurrences  of  fcop- 
tidzo,  he  renders  it  overwhelm  60  times ;  dip,  once !  That  is 
168  cases  against  one  for  dip !  Does  baptidzo  always  signify 
to  dip  ? 

8.  We  mast  not  pass  A.  Campbell  here.  He  was  a  scar- 
worn  veteran  ;  an  Ajax  in  this  water  war.  In  his  maturest 
work.  Christian  Baptism,  he  cites  baptidzo  24  times.  He  ren- 
ders it  sink  10  times,  overwhelm  10  times,  overflow  one ;  but 
of  the  entire  list,  he  does  not  render  it  dip  a  single  time. 
BaptOj  the  root,  he  renders  dip  constantly  on  the  same  pages, 
and  his  renderings,  as  a  whole,  are  the  most  accurate,  just  and 
faithful  we  have  ever  seen  from  the  immersion  side. 

Let  it  sound  through  the  land;  tell  it  everywhere,  ye 
lovers  of  truth  and  fair  dealing,  that  the  prince  of  all  Ameri- 
can debaters,  who  carried  war,  they  say,  to  the  gates  of  Baby- 
lon, if  he  did  not  against  the  gates  of  Zion  rather,  hero  of 
Bethany,  after  wading  through  a  thousand  years  of  Greek, 
and  elbow  deep  in  folios  and  musty  alcoves,  burdened  with 
the  lore  of  centuries,  when  asserting  that  dip  is  its  "primary, 
proper  and  unfigurative  meaning,"  returns  to  day,  to  light,  to 
a  thirsty,  panting,  anxious  people,  empty  of  results ;  not  a 
case  of  dip  in  all  the  classic  field  I     Enough  on  that  point;  it 
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is  made  out  The  sum  of  all  these  renderings  is  457,  against 
18  for  dip !  These  18  cases  are  false  renderings,  as  the  ren- 
dering of  Conant,  Ingham,  Stuart,  and  A.  Campbell  demon- 
strate. A  careful  examination  of  the  caae  in  Plutarch,  the 
strongest  in  their  estimation  they  have,  will  show  it  is  not 
dip. 

In  no  instance  an  earth  do  the  classics  appl^  baptidzo  to  amf  act 

that  is  the  baptism  of  the  Baptists ;  not  once  do  they.  In  no  in- 
stance does  it  apply  to  the  action  of  their  baptism. 

Having  demonstrated  from  immersion  sources,  of  such 
weight  also,  that,  first,  baptidzo  does  not  mean  to  dip;  second, 
that  immerse  is  a  rare  meaning ;  we  proceed  now,  third,  to 
prove  that  it  is  a  derived  as  well  as  a  later  meaning  of  baptidzo, 

a.  The  assumption  that  bapto  and  baptidzo  are  exactly  the 
same  in  meaning,  save  that  bapto  applies  to  staining,  dyeing, 
etc.,  and  baptidzo  never,  is  utterly  untrue,  and  the  renderings 
of  Carson,  Stuart,  A.  Campbell,  Conant  and  Ingham  show  it. 
If  they  did  not,  an  appeal  to  the  texts  at  once  demonstrates  it. 

6.  Carson,  Ingham,  Conant,  etc.,  have  demonstrated  that 
the  old  rules  relied  on  by  Vossius,  Beza,  Suicer,  Witsius, 
Terretinus,  Casaubon,  etc.,  in  defining  baptidzo^  and  account- 
ing for  its  meaning,  is  all  a  monstrous  blunder.  We  leave  it 
with  them.  In  it  these  old  writers  insist  that  it  differs  from 
dunai  on  the  one  hand  for  certain  reasons,  and  from  epipoUdzo 
on  the  other,  etc.     See  Carson  65-€  ;  Conant  88-89. 

c.  A.  Campbell,  Judd,  Conant,  Carson,  Ingham,  Pres.  Pen- 
dleton and  Dr.  J.  R.  Graves,  all  feel  satisfied  that  the  laws  of 
philology  on  which  most  of  these  men  relied  to  prove  that 
baptidzo  also  came  to  mean  sprinkle,  pour,  are  all  false,  and 
demolished.  Indeed,  as  they  feel  that  they  have  demolished 
the  canons  of  the  old  school,  we  propose  to  prove  beyond  the 
shadow  of  a  doubt  tliat  their  laws  of  language  are  equally  un- 
reliable— untrue. 

1.  The  very  fact  that  the  lexicons  assign  to  no  writer  earlier 
than  Polybius,  B.  C.  165  years,  the  meaning  of  immerse  under 
the  word,  is  proof,  as  far  as  lexicons  go.  But  we  readily 
grant,  as  all  scholars  will  do,  that  they  are  not  an  ^^  ultimate 
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authority**  at  all.  But  second,  as  baptidzo  occurs  centuries 
before  Polybius,  and  in  metaphorical  senses  as  well  as  in  a 
literal  sense  long  before  his  day,  it  clearly  points  to  an  earlier 
meaning,  which  can  easily  be  determined  by  the  laws  of  lan- 
guage. Let  us  see  some  of  the  universally  admitted  mean- 
ings of  baptidzo  in  classic  and  Bible  or  Scriptural  Greek. 
Conant  gives  it  fourteen  meanings.  A.  Campbell  gives  it  in 
all  his  works — full  twenty.  Among  its  recognized  meanings 
are  intoxicate,  wash,  cleanse,  whelm,  overflow,  overwhelm, 
and  these  are  among  its  early  meanings— long  before  it  meant 
immerse. 

3.  By  no  law  of  language  can  yon  derive  these  foeanings 
from  immerse  or  dip  as  a  primary.  Take  the  definite  and 
most  decisive  words  for  dip  or  immerse  either — in  all  Aryan 
and  Semitic  languages,  and  you  (1)  never  find  their  meanings 
derived  thence;  (2)  they  cannot  be  so  derived  in  the  very 
nature  of  things,  because  so  opposite  in  the  great  essential 
points  of  connection.  Hence,  the  words  for  immerse  and  dip 
in  Greek,  enduo,  buthidzo,  pontidzOj  kataduOy  katapontidzOy  duptOy 
never  mean  to  wash ;  never  mean  to  intoxicate,  burden  with 
taxes ;  never  to  whelm,  ovQi'flow  or  overwhelm ;  never  to 
wash.  The  Latin  mergOy  immergOy  demergOy  submergOy  {intingo 
is  dip) ;  the  Hebrew  tabha,  kaphashj  shakha ;  the  Persic, 
ghutay  Ethiopic,  maab,  maba,  Arabic,  gatta^  gamaray  quamasay  all 
mean  to  immerse.  German,  sinkeriy  taucheUy  undertaucheriy  ein- 
tauchen — immerse,  dip;  English,  sink,  dip;  where  and  when 
do  they  come  to  mean  wash,  overflow,  whelm,  overwhelm,  or 
to  asperse  or  abuse  ?  The  acknowledged  meanings,  then,  of 
baptidzOy  CANNOT  be  derived  from  dip  or  immerse.  Hence, 
neither  of  these  were  primary  meanings  of  the  word. 

4.  "  Overflow  "  is  the  meaning  of  baptidzo  in  Aristotle,  near- 
ly 200  years  before  Polybius.  Hence,  as  baptidzo  meant  over- 
flow quite  200  years  before  it  meant  immerse,  it  cannot  be 
derived  from  immerse  as  a  meaning ! 

6.  It  meant  "  overwhelm  '*  in  Plato ;  so  rendered  by  all 
lexicons,  by  all  Baptists,  by  A.  Campbell,  by  all,  so  far  as  we 
have  noticed,  every  time  it  occurs  in  Plato.  Here,  we  flnd 
baptidzo  meaning  overwhelm,  the  element  applied  to  the  object — 
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coming  upon  %  nearly  two  centuries  and  a  half  before  we  find 
it  meaning  to  immerse.  Hence,  such  a  late  child  cannot  betne 
jKirent  of  such  a  remote  ancestor.  Nor  can  overwhelm  be  de- 
rived from  immerse  or  dip. 

6.  Drs.  Gale,  Cox,  Morell,  Mell,  admit  that  baptidzo  applies 
to  cases  where  "the  water  comes  over  it" — baptized  by  "su- 
perfusiou."  So  A.  Campbell,  in  the  case  of  Elijah's  altar  on 
which  12  pitchers  (as  the  Hebrew  reads)  of  water  were 
poured.  Origen,  Basil,  and  other  Greeks  calling  it  .baptizing 
the  altar,  the  wood,  that  it  "overwhelmed,  as  it  were  the 
altar."  Here  was  baptism,  also,  by  "  superfusion "  from 
their  own  standpoint  [See  Gale,  Reflec.  on  Wall,  ii,  76; 
Ingham,  26,  27,  62].  "The  abundant  pouring  of  water  on 
the  altar,  of  which  we  have  an  account  in  1  Kings,  xvii,  32-35, 
and  which  was  done  thrice,  is  spoken  of  by  Origen  as  a  bap- 
tism," 62.  So  speaks  Mr.  Ingham,  Baptist.  Now,  aside  from 
questions  about  specific  action  here,  dip,  etc.,  how  can  "super- 
fusion,"  "  overwhelming;"  clear  and  admitted  cases  of  pouring; 
cases  where  the  baptizing  element  comes  over^  comes  upon,  is 
poured  upon  the  object;  be  derived  from  dip,  from  sink,  etc.; 
from  immerse?  When  did  a  word  that  properly  and  primarily 
meant  immerse  come  derivatively  to  have  such  a  meaning? 
Never!  never! 

7.  But  we  now  proceed  to  prove  that  words  primarily  mean- 
ing to  sprinkle  by  common  consent, and  by  all  the  facte;  others 
that  mean  to  moisten,  where  it  is  by  affusion  of  liouids, 
to  wit:  Where  it  is  by  afiusioa  —  often  of  tears,  dew,  rain, 
juices  of  plants,  vegetable  matter;  etc.,  do  come,  derivatively, 
to  mean  all  that  baptidzo  means;  all  that  is  claimed  for  it  or  for 
bapto.  This  will  (1),  refute  the  boasted  law  on  which  immer- 
sionists  feel  willing  to  risk  their  case.  [Ingham,  p.  108-9; 
Hinton,  81;  A.  Campbell,  147-8;  Carson,  52;  Fuller,  15,  25]; 
that  if  the  word  ever  means  immerse  or  dip  —  (or  dye,  Car- 
son)— it  can  never  mean  sprinkle  or  pour.  (2),  it  will  recon- 
cile all  difficulties;  bring  out  the  whole  beauty  of  language, 
and  give  us  a  firm,  immovable  foundation  on  which  to  stand. 

Of  a  vast  number  of  words  that  I  have  traced  out,  let  us 
present  a  few  from  difierent  branches  of  the  two  great  families. 
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of  languages  in  which  the  Bible  and  its  versions  and  literature 
come  down  to  us — Semitic  and  Aryan.  We  can  only  give  a 
few  of  the  many  as  samples. 

1.  Garakhay  Arabic,  Primarily,  it  is  to  bedew,  drop  water, 
rain,  dilute  gently  with  tears;  yet  it  comes  to  mean  submerge, 
immerse,  immersed  in  the  sea,  Castel.  Shindler  gives  sweat, 
pour,  (fundif),  yet  repeats  the  definition  immerse  20  times. 

2.  Chamits;  Heb.  Chal.^  to  sprinkle  with  water;  Schindler, 
sprinkle.  (  Chamits ),  Gesenius  Thesaurus,  sprinkle  (  conspersa ). 
Yet  it  is  to  stain,  dye,  color,  to  dip,  to  immerse,  Castel  — 
{intingere,  immergere), 

8.  Mathothy  Hebrew,  sprinkle,  immerse,  immersion,  Castel. 

4.  Shataphj  Hebrew,  Primarily,  to  trickle  down,  let  fall,  dis- 
till— "To  gush  or  pour  forth" — Gesenius — noun-form — "a 
pouring  rain,"  "An  out-pouring  rain,  raingust," — Furst.  Now 
note  and  trace  this  word.  Primarily  it  is  to  trickle  down,  shed 
drops,  let  fall,  distil. 

In  Leviticus  it  comes  to  mean  to  wash ;  occurring  three 
times,  rendered  kludzo  in  the  Greek  version. 

Next,  still  later,  in  1  Kings,  xxii,  38,  it  means  to  wash, 
applied  to  washing  a  chariot  We  know  the  mode.  Later,  in 
Jeremiah  and  Ezekiel  frequently  it  occurs,  meaning  to  over- 
flow, overwhelm.  Dan.  xi,  10,  also  it  means  overflow,  meta- 
phorically. It  still  applies  t<?^8uch  a  "pouring  rain,"  Ezekiel 
xxxviii,  22,  as  overflows.  Later  still  it  comes  to  mean  immerse^ 
and  is  so  defined  by  Buxtorff  and  all  the  authorities  defining 
its  later  meaning.     Its  uses  show  it. 

5.  The  Chaldee  word  tseva.  This  word  only  occurs  in  Dan- 
iel ;  is  a  Chaldee,  Arabic  and  Syriac,  but  not  a  Hebrew,  word. 
It  is  thus  defined  by  Rabbi  Furst,  "to  moisten,  to  besprinkle, 
to  baptize."  It  is  translated  by  Jerome,  sprinkle  —  {conspergar- 
tur).  Its  root  meaning  is  to  sprinkle,  shed  forth.  In  later 
Chaldee,  Targum  of  Jonathan  Ben  Uzziel  it  is  often  used  for 
wash,  rendered  from  kabas  in  Hebrew,  wash.  Later  still,  it 
came  to  apply  to  partial  dips.  Later  still,  it  meant  immerse 
also. 

6  One  more  Semitic  word  —  Hebrew  and  Arabic — balaly 
balala.     The  root  meaning    is  by  itll   the    great   standards. 
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(l),Freytag — Arabic  lexicon — to  moisten,  and  especially  to  wet 
or  macerate  by  sprinkling  or  gentle  affusion  of  liquid — {asperse 
aut  leviter  affuso  humore.) 

2.  Castel  "  Moisten  and  specially  wet  or  macerate  by 
sprinkling." 

3.  Gesenius:  "To  wet,  moisten  by  affusion  of  liquid  — 
phal phal — same  root;  sprinkle,  {coiispersit), 

4.  Leigh:     "Sprinkle,  {eonspersity 

5.  Schindler:    "Pour,  sprinkle." 

Yet  this  word  comes  ultimately  to  mean  "to  dip,"  "to  dip 
in" — so  rendered  by  the  lexicons,  (intinxit — Schindler),  and 
is  the  Arabic  translation  of  Luke  xvi,  24;  John  xiii,  26,  of 
hapto^  "  that  he  may  dip  the  tip  of  his  finger  in  water,"  "  when 
I  liave  dipped  it."  To  the  same  purpose  we  could  quote 
shabal,  nats^i.chy  iiakha,  tsuph,  shapha^  rathai\  latJiar^  etc.,  more 
or  less:  all  covering  leading  meanings  of  bapto  and  baptidzo, 
beginning  with  sprinkle  or  its  equivalent. 

In  the  Greek,  the  following  will  do:  (1),  kludzo^  Passow: 
wash,  bedash,  wet.  The  Glosses,  sprinkle,  {aspergOyperfundo), 
Budaeus  and,  Stephanus,  perildusmati,  sprinkling,  (aspergine). 
Groves,  perikludzo,  "  to  wash  all  round  or  all  over,  dash  water, 
sprinkle  all  over."  Its  primary  force  was  to  sprinkle  or  bedash 
with  water,  where  more  or  less  force  occurred.  Clyster  is  its 
noun;  to  that  oftenest  it  is  applied  in  earlier  Greek.  Yet  in 
Aristotle  even,  it  means  to  overflow  when  strengthened  by  a 
preposition  —  kata\  and  in  late  Greek,  Achilles  Tatius,  etc.,  it 
applies  to  floods,  inundations,  overflowings  commonly. 
Hence  Stephanus,  Schrevellius,  etc.,  render  it  "submerge,  to 
be  submerged." 

See  now  how  the  law  operates.  Primarily  baptidzo  is  to 
sprinkle.  The  same  word  constantly  means  in  Greek,  He- 
brew, Latin,  Arabic,  both  to  sprinkle  and  to  pour.  From 
pouring  of  rain,  of  water  or  rain,  comes  wash  as  a  meaning. 
The  roots  of  herbs,  dust,  all  soiling  elements,  are  washed  off 
from  trees,  vegetable  matter,  bouses,  fences,  by  pouring  rains. 
From  pouring  rains  we  have  overflow.  That  is  a  derived 
meaning  of  baptidzo  we  see.    From  same  we  have  overwhelm. 
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From  overwhelm  we  have,  as  the  effect  of  being  overwhelmed, 
sink,  immerse.  Thas  the  philology  is  perfect,  and  sprinkle 
demonstrated  as  the  primary  meaning  of  baptidzOj  by  all  the 
laws  of  philology  in  the  world — by  all  the  demonstrated  science 
of  language.  If  words  are  to  be  ased  in  their  primary 
sense,  and  only  thus  in  the  New  Testament,  WE  ONLY 
ARE  BAPlIZED— NO  BAPTIST  IS !— [  TYiwe  wp.] 
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DR.  GRAVES^  SECOND  SPEECH. 

[Replication.] 

Mr.  President: — The  speech  of  Elder  Ditzler  shows  that 
he  possesses  great  familiarity  with  a  great  many  languages,  or 
at  least  with  their  lexicons.  Besides  Latin,  Greek  aud  Hebrew, 
he  has  the  Chaldean,  the  Arabic,  the  Syriac,  the  Coptic,  and  I 
know  not  what  Asiatic  and  African  dialects — to  say  nothing 
of  the  Cherokee,  Creek  and  Choctaw — all  at  his  finger  ends. 
And  what  was  all  this  array  of  learning  and  erudition  designed 
to  effect?  I  confess  I  am  utterly  at  a  loss  to  conjecture,  unless 
it  was  to  substantiate  that  strangest  of  all  positions — a  position 
so  utterly  unfounded  and  untenable  that  I  cannot  but  com- 
miserate the  man  whom  the  exigencies  of  his  argument 
compel  to  have  recourse  to  it,  to  wit:  that  until  within  the 
last  forty  or  fifty  years,  the  most  eminent  scholars  of  all  coun- 
tries were  utterly  ignorant  of  philology,  the  etymology  and 
derivation  of  the  terms  of  even  their  own  mother  tongue;  but 
his  lexicons,  save  one,  are  all  against  him.  If  such  was  actually 
the  condition  of  affairs,  then  the  jurist  and  the  philosopher  would 
have  been  unable  to  use  language  with  that  clearness  and  pre- 
cision which  I  had  supposed  was  essential  to  a  lucid  and  scientific 
presentation  of  their  teachings.  This,  I  confess,  is  truly  wonder- 
ful !  It  is  utterly  strange  and  unheard  of.  I  listened  most  atten- 
tively as  my  opponent  proceeded  with  his  disjointed  and — as  I 
cannot  but  regard  it — incoherent  harangue,  but  I  candidly 
confess  that,  at  least  three-fourths  of  it,  I  was  unable  to 
understand  or  to  see  its  drift.  You,  Mr.  President,  naay  have 
understood  it,  but  I  confess  I  did  not.  I  could  not  see  any 
rekvancy  of,  at  least,  three-fourths  of  it,  to  the  question  at  issue. 

I  understand  my  friend's  position  to  be,  that  the  primary 
meaning  of  baptizo  is  to  sprinkler— ov  pour — primary y  /)bserve, 
not  secondary  or  general.  And  to  sustain  this,  a  great  array 
of  lexical  authorities  has  been  introduced.  We  are  after 
fdctSy  however,  and  not  fancies,  and  shall  hereafter  have  an 
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opportunity  of  testing  the  value  of  these  citations.  Well, 
this  is  a  square  issue;  something,  therefore,  has  been  gained 
by  the  morning's  speeches.  1.  We  are  agreed,  as  to  the 
principles  of  interpretation,  and  2,  in  our  resolve  to  stand  by 
them.  That,  too,  is  a  matter  for  mutual  gratulation,  as  being 
a  propitious  omen.  We  shall  all  profit  by  it  I  intend  to 
make  the  word  of  God  the  man  of  my  counsel,  not  some  phi- 
lological theory,  based  upon  a  usus  loqiUTuUj  of  which  we  have 
no  traces  except  in  a  period  far  anterior  to  the  building  of 
Rome.  I  say  to  you,  it  is  with  this  Book,  we  have  to  do;  it 
is  by  this  Word  we  have  to  be  governed.  K  Elder-  Ditzler 
made  one  impression  stronger  than  another  by  his  array  of 
authorities,  abounding  in  discrepancies,  it  was  this,  that  it 
must  be  a  most  difficult  matter  to  understand  the  meaning  of 
the  Sacred  text!  He  says  that,  with  reference  to  this  worf 
baptidzOj  one  authority  gives  one  meaning  and  another  another 
meaning.  If  this  is  the  case  where  scholars  are  concerned, 
what  are  the  common  people  to  do?  How  are  they  to  know 
what  to  do?  In  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ,  I  protest  against 
thip.  He  even  affirmed  that  the  meaning  of  terms  in  the 
Greek  New  Testament,  cannot  be  learned  from  classical  Greek; 
that  it  is  not  the  same  Greek!  I  assert  that  the  inspired 
writers  wrote  in  the  language  of  that  age,  and  a  Greek  child 
of  fifteen  years  could  have  understood  it  Now  in  regard  to 
the  meaning  of  this  term  baptidzOyI  will  quote  from  Sophocles, 
a  native  Greek,  and  professor  of  the  Greek  language  in  Yale 
College.  He  says:  ^^ Baptidzo  means,  mergOy  tingOy  toimmersej  to 
dipy  in  the  New  Tesiamenty  everywhere.^*  .  y' 

There  can  be  produced  no  authority  of  greater  weig^thao 
Sophocles  upon  this  point — a  native  Greek,  familiar  with  the 
ancient  and  the  modem  Greek,  as  well  as  with  the  Greek  of 
the  New  Testament — and  he  says  it  is  the  same  Greek.  Bap- 
tidzo means,  in  the  New  Testament,  what  it  means  in  Josephus, 
Strabo  or  Plutarch. 

Argument  fh»iii  John's  BaptitM. 

I.  John's  Baptism  was  by  Immersion  Only. — ^In  opening 
the  New  Testament  we  find  the  Harbinger  of  the  Messiah,  ush- 
ering in  the  Gospel  Dispensation,  as  the  morning  star  announ- 
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C€B  the  king  of  day.  He  was  the  first  to  administer  Christian 
baptism  by  the  authority  of  the  King  of  Zion,  who  afterwards 
fixed  this  rite  by  His  own  royal  enactment,  as  a  permanent 
ordinance  in  His  church  forever,  having  received  it  himself  at 
the  hands  of  John. 

I  therefore  propose  to  inquire  for  the  ustts  loqitendi  of  the 
only  term  employed  by  John  himself,  and  by  Christ  and  the 
Evangelists  when  speaking  of  this  rite,  or  in  recording  the 
circumstances  of  its  administration  during  John's  ministry. 

To  assist  my  hearers  to  follow  me  with  ease,  I  shall  raise  two 
simple  questions  which,  by  the  record  before  me,  can  be 
answered  by  a  child  of  twelve  years  as  well  as  by  the  pro- 
foundest  scholar  of  earth,  or  the  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court 

Less  than  one  hundred  verses  in  the  records  of  the  Evange- 
lists, contain  all  the  references  to  John's  baptism  and  ministry, 
that  bear  upon  these  questions. 

Let  us  have  constantly  before  our  minds,  the  two  important 
rules  of  interpretation,  to  wit: 

1.  That  the  primary  or  literal  meaning  is  the  only  true  one^ 
and  that  we  must  adopt  this  in  all  cases,  unless  the  sense  posi- 
tively forbids. 

Mark  which  one  of  us,  throughout  this  discussion,  will  be 
compelled  to  violate  this  rule  to  sustain  his  practice. 

2.  The  other  rule  is :  "  We  are  not  at  liberty  to  affix  an 
arbitrary  sense  to  a  word,  nor  can  the  meaning  of  a  word  be 
diverse  or  multifarious  at  the  same  time." 

This  means  that  no  one  Oreek  word,  as  baptidzoj  can  mean 
to  sprinkle,  to  pour  water  upon,  to  pop  and  to  dip  a  person 
into — they  being  words  of  diverse  significations.  K  it  means 
sprinkle,  it  cannot  mean  to  dip,  or  immerse.  Notice  who 
thus  confounds  them. 

It  should  be  understood  by  all,  that  some  two  hundred  and 
sixty-four  years  ago,  this  version  of  the  Sacred  Scripture  was 
made  by  order  of  King  James  of  England,  from  the  Hebrew 
and  the  Greek  languages,by  a  Company  of  Pedobaptist  scholars. 
There  were  sundry  words  they  did  not  translate  at  all  into  Eng- 
lish, and  Baptists  claim  that  some  words  and  phrases  they  mis* 
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translated,  so  as  not  to  injare,  bat  rather  to  favor  the  practices 
of  the  Church  of  England ;  and  thas,  after  finishing  their 
work,  they  congratulate  themselves  to  the  King  for  what  thej 
had  done :    See  Int.  to  King  James'  Bible. 

£d.  Beecher,  on  p.  5,  of  his  work.  The  Import  of  Baptism, 
says  of  the  translators'  treatment  of  baptizo  : 

'^  At  the  time  of  the  translation  of  the  Bible,  a  controversy  had  arisen 
as  it  regards  the  import  of  the  word,  so  that,  although  it  was  conceded  to 
have  an  import  in  the  original,  yet  it  was  impossible  to  assign  to  it  in 
English  any  meaning,  unthotU  aeenUng  to  take  ndcM  in  the  controversy  then 
pending, 

'*  Aocordingly,  in  order  to  take  neither  eide,  they  did  not  attempt  to  give 
the  sense  of  the  term  in  a  significant  English  word,  but  merely  transferred 
the  word  baptidzj,  with  a  slight  alteration  of  termination,  to  our  language. 
The  consequence  was  that  it  did  not  exhibit  its  original  significanpy  to 
the  mind  of  the  English  reader,  or  Indeed  any  signiflcancy,  except  what 
was  derived  from  its  application  to  designate  an  external  visible  rite.  In 
short,  it  became  merely  the  name  of  a  rite,  and  had  a  usage  strictly  tech- 
nical, and  lost  to  the  ear  whatever  signlficanoe  it  originally  had.'' 

Baptists  also  claim  that  they  have  not  dealt  fairly  with  "  en/' 
and  ^^  eis"  when  the  true  and  proper  translation  of  these 
prepositions  would  have  favored  immersion. 

With  these  explanations,  let  us  examine  the  record  given  of 

John's  ministry.    I  open   to   the   3d  chapter    of   Matthew. 

Read : 

^'In  ( en)  those  days  came  John  the  Baptist,  preaching  (en)  in  the 
wilderness  of  Judea.'' 

The  first  word  I  would  call  your  attention  to,  is  the  prepo- 
sition ''en,"  which  occurs  twice  in  this  first  verse,  and 
which  the  translators  very  correctly  translated  i/i,  which, 
according  to  all  Greek  lexicons,  is  its  primary  and  iLSual  signi- 
fication. It  as  often  means  in,  in  Greek,  as  in,  means  tn,  in 
English ;  and  eis,  as  often  means  into  in  Greek  as  into  means 
intOy  in  English,  and  therefore  all  lexicons  give  in  as  the 
primary  and  usual  signification  of  "  en,"  and  '^  into/'  as  the 
literal  definition  of  eis. 

Let  us  read  on,  noting  the  use  of  these  prepositions,  and 
baptizo : 

'^And  were  baptized  of  him  (en)  in  Jordan,  confessing  their  sins." — 
Matthew  iiij  6, 

And  were  all   baptized  of  him  "m  the  Jordan.'^ 
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Now  mark,  the  people  were  baptized  in  the  river  Jordan — 
not  the  river  baptized  upon  them.  The  question  before  us 
now,  is :  What  did  John  do  to  the  people  in  the  river  Jordan  ? 
This  Greek  verb  with  an  English  ending  does  not  tell  us. 

The  matter  in  dispute  between  Elder  Ditzler  and  myself  is 
— if  he  will  presume  to  dispute  about  this  case — ^whether  John 
sprinkled  or  poured  the  people  into  the  river,  or  sprinkled  or 
poured  the  river  upon  them,  or  immersed  them  in  the  river. 

The  first,  you  all  know,  he  eoul(^  not  have  done,  for  while 
you  can  sprinkle  water  or  sand  and  pour  out  any  liquid,  you 
cannot  sprinkle  or  pour  out  men  and  women.  We  are  not 
allowed  to  suppose  that  he  sprinkled  or  poured  the  river  upon 
them,  for  the  record  forbids  it;  the  people  is  the  object  of  the 
verb  baptized,  and  not  the  river  or  the  waters  of  it.  Immerse 
alone  will  make  sense,  and  the  context  demands  it,  and  so  we 
are  compelled  to  adopt  it.     The  people  were  put  into  the  river. 

It  is  worthy  of  note  that  en  is  found  eighteen  times  in  ihia  chap- 
ter, and  they  translated  it  in  every  instance  in,  except  the  two 
places  where  it  refers  to  baptism!  Why  was  this?  Is  it 
impossible  to  use  the  piimary  meaning  here?  Does  the  sense 
or  the  context  forbid  it?  I  affirm  that  the  primary  meaning 
will  not  only  make  sense,  but  that  the  context  demands  it,  and 
therefore  translate  it  as  it  is  in  all  the  older  versionSy  including 
even  the  Catholic — in  water — in  the  Holy  Spirit  and  in  fire. — 
f  Time  outJ] 
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DR.  DITZLER^S  SECOND  SPEECH. 

Brother  Moderators  : — The  Doctor  seems  to  misunderstand 
the  point  I  made  this  morning.  I  now  refer  to  it  because  I 
want  you  to  keep  in  mind  what  I  said  and  what  I  meant. 

After  animadverting  somewhat  loosely  on  what  I  said,  he 
goes  on  to  state  that,  according  to  me,  people  were,  until 
within  the  last  forty  years  or  so,  utterly  mistaken  in  regard  to 
the  meaning  of  Greek  terms.  My  statement  implied  nothing 
of  the  sort.  I  guarded  against  that.  What  I  did  say  was, 
that  the  process  of  tracing  up  the  primary  or  original  sense  in 
which  words  were  employed  is  a  perfectly  modern  science. 
Our  advantage,  therefore,  over  those  that  preceded  us  is,  that 
we  have  a  more  certain  and  satisfactory  means  of  determining 
what  is  the  primary  meaning  of  a  word.  We  are  now  able  to 
show  by  what  law  of  science  two  meanings  may  be  derived 
from  the  primary.  That  point  he  has  not  touched,  nor  ever 
will  touch;  never,  because  it  cannot  be  touched.  The  argu- 
ment we  made  can  never  be  touched  while  the  world  stands. 
Did  not  my  worthy  brother  take  up  the  question  of  primary 
meaning?    Did  he  not  take  the  position  that  the  meaning, 

primary  and  secondary,  must  be  found  in  the  lexicons?     The 
context  must  determine  in  which  sense  a  word  is  used.     We 

have  to  find  what  the  authors   themselves  intended   by   the 

terms  they  employed.     Moses  Stuart  leaves  the  question  in 

entire  doubt,  as  to  the  primary  meaning  of  bapto  and  baptidzoy 

saying  it  was  unceitain.     So  everybody'  else  leaves  it  that  does 

not  recognize  that  law  of  scientific  investigation  to  which  I 

have  referred.     The  first  meaning  set  down  by  lexicographers 

is  the  meaning  that  appears    at  first   sight  of  the  occurrences^ 

they  happen  to  have  the  current  meaning,  but  this  is  by  no 

means  the  primary  meaning. 

Xow,  I  appeal  to  every  man  in  this  house;  to  the  ignorant 
as  well  as  the  educated,  whether  my  worthy  opponent  has 
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ottered  a  single  word,  or  adduced  a  solitary  fact,  to  show  that 
he  has  any  scientific  ground  for  his  theory  that  dip  or  immerse 
is  the  primary  meaning  of  baptizo  f  To  show  what  its  primary 
iiieauing  is,  a  man  has  to  trace  up  the  word  and  find  what  its 
first  meaning  was  at  a  period  no  less  remote  than  1500  years 
l)cfore  Christ.  Primary;  what  does  that  mean?  Does  it  not 
mean  the  first?  Then,  as  baptizo^  in  the  sense  of  immerse,  is 
never  found  in  any  Greek  writer  until  ahout  165  years  before 
Christ,  and  as  this  was  among  the  latest  meanings  the  word 
came  to  have,  how  absurd  to  call  it  its  primary  meaning. 
That  the  current  meaning  is  the  primary  one,  I  know  Baptists 
all  assume;  but  there  is  no  science  in  it;  such  an  assumption 
is  in  utter  contravention  of  the  recognized  laws  of  philoligical 
investigation.  To  come  down  fourteen  or  fifteen  hundred 
years  in  the  history  of  a  language,  and  then  to  seize  on  some 
new  meaning  that  has  been  engrafted  on  an  old  word,  and 
then  to  claim  that  this  is  its  primary  meaning,  is  an  absurdity 
too  transparent  to  require  refutation. 

As  to  Sophocles,  he  treats  only  of  Iron  Age  Greek — ^is  not 
an  authority  in  the  learned  world — and  is  not  to  be  com- 
pared with  any  one  of  the  greater  lexicographers  we  gave, . 
among  whom  were  native  Greeks  also^ — Gazes,  e.  g.,  giving 
poured  upon^  while  Sophocles  says,  "  perform  ablution,  bathed 
in  tears — Gr.  baptized,  dakrusi  with  tears  ...  to  baptize — 
New  Testament  everywhere. 

Dr.  G.  started  on  philology^  and  to  our  amazement  cut 
across  for  Jordan  at  once,  abandoning  all  his  line.  I'll  get 
there  in  time. 

As  we  have  nothing  further  to  answer,  we  resume  where  we 
left  off.  The  great  issue  on  this  question,  from  the  stand-point  of 
our  opponent,  turns  upon  the  primary  mining  of  baptizo^ 
which  involves  the  science  of  language — ftindamental  princi- 
ples of  philology.  Hence  we  resume  where  we  stopped.  We 
were  showing  that  great  numbers  of  words  that  primarily 
meant  to  sprinkle,  to  pour,  to  moisten — where  it  is  by  sprink- 
ling—came to   mean   all   that  baptizo  ever  means.     On  the 

contrary,  no  word  in  existence  that  properly  or  primarily 
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means  to  immerse  ever  comes  to  mean  what  all  agree  baptizo 
does  mean — have  its  applications. 

2.  Katantaoo:  "To  sprinkle  or  pour,  sprinkle  upon,  to  pour 
upon."  See  Passow,  Stephanus,  Galen,  Dunbar  and  Picker- 
ing: '*  To  pour  upon,  to  bathe  with  water,  to  soothe  with  elo- 
quence, to  overwhelm  with  or  pour  out  ridicule  upon  one." 

Notice  well  this  word  of  effusion.  It  covers  a  number  of 
meanings  in  baptizo;  among  them  to  pour  ridicule  upon — i.  e., 
pour  a  torrent  of  abuse  upon  one.  Notice  the  overwhelm 
from  pour  upon. 

3.  Brecho.  This  word  is  also  doubly  important  because  two 
native  Greek  lexicographers  define  both  bapto  and  baptizo  with 
jt,  while  the  learned  Schneider,  in  his  lexicon,  puts  it  as  the 
general  equivalent  of  baptizo  as  the  general  import. 

Passow:  "To  wet,  moisten,  sprinkle;  passive,  to  be  wet, 
receive  moisture,  be  wet  with  rain,  to  rain ;  to  tipple,  be  drunk, 
overfill  with  wine,  drunk,  pour  upon,  overwhelm." 

Pickering :  "  Moisten,  wet,  water,  bedew,  sprinkle,  etc.,  rain, 
shower,  wet,  soak,  drink."  Yet  embrecho  is  by  the  lexicons, 
dip,  immerse  repeatedly.  Stephanus,  intingerCj  immergere^  dip, 
immerse.     Passow,  to  soak,  dip  in. 

4.  Deuo,  aideuo;  madidus  would  show  like  results.  So  the 
Latin  madeo^  madidus^  wet,  moist,  soft,  intoxicated,  drunkened, 
soaked,  dipped,  dyed.  Bullion's  Latin  lexicon,  1869.  See 
White's  late  one  also.  TingOy  Greek  tengOy  would  show  same 
principles.  Zarak^  in  Arabic;  sprinkle,  besprinkle, then  color, 
dye.  Mattatha^  moisten  with  ointment  or  painty  perfuse,  etc., 
then  immerse  one's  self  in  water,  immersion.  In  a  word, 
words  never  begin  with  immerse  as  their  primary  meaning, 
and  then  come  to  mean  what  all  parties  admit  bapto  and  baptizo 
mean.  Such  a  process  is  wholly  opposed  to  all  the  laws  of 
language. 

On  the  contrary,  all  the  laws  and  the  whole  science  of  lan- 
guage show  conclusively  that  the  only  method  by  which  the 
facts,  viz.,  the  phenomena  of  the  facts  of  bapto  and  baptizo^ 
can  be  harmonized,  is  by  starting  with  sprinkle  as  its  primary 
force.  We  have  thus  demonstrated  our  third,  fourth  and  fifth 
propositions. 
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Let  us  now  see  if  these  phenomena  of  language  do  not  hold 
good  as  applied  to  the  actual  facts  as  further  discovered  in  the 
earlier  Greek.  We  appeal  to  the  earlier  Greek  classics.  It  is 
in  vain  that  a  Casaubon,  or  Vossius,  Beza>  etc»,  should  appeal 
to  a  Plutarch,  or  a  Polybius,  fifteen  to  eighteen  hundred  years 
from  the  birth  and  spoken  form,  and  a  thousand  from  the 
written  form  in  which  the  Greek  appeared,  to  find  out  thence 
what  were  primary  meanings,  when  even  they  never  dreamed 
of  comparative  philology  and  great  underlying  laws  by  which 
word-building  went  on,  and  meanings  developed*  Their 
opinion  is  nothing  here. 

We  see  that  the  lexicons  all  stop  with  Polybius  as  the  earli- 
est writer  that  uses  baptizo  in  the  sense  of  immerse.  He  also 
uses  it  in  other  senses.  They  give  him  also  as  the  earliest  using 
it  literally.  He  flourished  some  165  years  B.  C.  They  cite 
Plato,  born  B.  C.  429,  as  the  earliest  for  a  metaphorical  mean- 
ing, he  using  it  three  times,  always  metaphorically;  twice  for 
intoxicate,  rendered  "  overwhelm  "  by  Conant,  Carson,  A. 
Campbell,  etc»,  always.  Is  this  science?  Is  it  philology? 
Polybius,  living  in  the  decline  of  the  iron  age  of  the  Greek- 
Plutarch,  Joseph  us— who  will  risk  his  reputation  now  by  say- 
ing such  is  the  process  by  which  we  are  to  discover  the  laws 
of  language?  Such  empiricism  is  gone  forever.  The  method 
of  science  requires  that  we  collect  all  the  earliest  cases  of  the 
word  to  be  found,  record  their  dates,  discover  the  respective 
meanings,  literal  or  metaphorical,  then  apply  the  inductive 
method,  and  discover  the  truth  of  the  phenomena,  the  laws 
that  will  harmonize  all  the  facts.  First,  get  the  facts.  Then 
no  law  is  correct,  no  method  safe,  that  will  not  explain  the 
facts,  assign  a  why,  how.  We  have  already  made  much  head- 
way.    We  will  test  the  matter  further. 

1.  The  first  Greek  that  has  yet  been  found  to  use  baptidzo 
is  Pindar,  born  B.  C.  522  years.  He  uses  it  but  once  in  a 
metaphorical  sense  for  slander,  abuse,  the  rage  and  vitupera- 
tion of  his  enemies  and  its  impotence.  "For,  as  when  the 
rest  of  the  net  is  toiling  deep  in  the  sea,  I,  as  a  cork,  am 
above  the  net,  unbaptized  of  the  sea— i.  e.,  by  its  raging, 
dashing  waters."  Literally,  I  am  unbaptized  of  its  salt  water 
— ^that  is,  their  rage  no  more  hurts  him  than  the  sea  water. 
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with  all  its  salt,  which  is  fearfully  biting,  hurts  or  affects  the 
cork.     Some  might  render,  overwhelm  the  cork. 

2.  Aristophanes,  bom  B.  C.  450,  uses  it  next,  once.    He 

uses    it    metaphorically    also,   thus:   "For   he   is   praised," 

^ys   he,    "  because  he    baptized   {ebaptiaen)  the    stewards," 
poured  a  torrent  of  abuse  upon  them. 

3.  Plato,  born  B.  C.  429,  uses  it  three  times,  metaphori- 
cally each  time.  Once,  when  Clinias,  a  youth,  was  baptized 
with  qn<>stions—  questions  put  to  him  so  rapidly  that  he  be- 
came overwhelmed  or  confused  with  them.  In  the  other  two 
cases,  the  parties  were  "  baptized  with  wine ; "  rendered  over- 
whelm by  all  immersionist  writers. 

4.  Alcibiades^  born  B.  C.  400.  alluding  to  the  offensive  and 
opprobrious  epithets  applied  to  him  by  a  comedian  in  the  play 
called  Bapt«,  says :  "  You  {bapfes,  baptOj  root  of  baptizo,)  be- 
spatted  [or  aspersed]  me  with  [the  abusive  epithets  in]  your 
play,  but  I,  baptizing  thee  (baptizo)  [as]  with  waves  of  the  sea, 
will  destroy  thee  with  streams  more  bitter." 

5.  Demosthenes,  born  B.  C.  385,  referring  to  the  relative 
abusive  powers  of  Philip  and  his  enemies,  the  orator  says : 
'*Not  ihe  speakers,  for  they  know  how  to  baptize  with  this 
fellow ;"  they  can  match  him  in  foul  words  or  tierce  abuse. 

We  have  enough  now  to  make  a  pause.  My  worthy  and 
distinguished  brother  has  risked  everything  on  the  primary 
meaning  of  baptizo  ;  and  immerse,  he  claims,  is  its  primary 
meanings  But  take  the  lexicons.  Carson,  Booth  and  others, 
failing  to  find  support  for  their  theory  from  the  lexicons,  re- 
ject them.  I  accept  the  lexicons.  Their  laws  of  philology, 
however,  I  do  not  accept.  But  we  take  their  meanings  and 
show  that  these  are  explained  by  those  passages  in  the  clas- 
sics that  give  these  meanings.  Now,  my  brother  gives  a  law 
of  language,  that  anything  or  person,  to  be  sprinkled,  must  be 
scattered  in  drops.  If  so,  then  the  idea  is,  that  in  Hebrew, 
to  be  sprinkled  means  to  be  scattered  in  drops.  Now,  let 
us  see  how  this  canon  of  criticism  will  work.  I  take  the  fifty- 
first  Psalm,  ninth  verse :  "  Purge  me  with  hyssop,  and  I  shall 
he  clean."  In  the  Syriac,  Greek  and  Latin,  rw^*,  r«ntem  me, 
aspcrffcs  uw — it  is  sprinkle  me,  etc.  Scatter  me  in  drops? 
Xo,  no.     I  conhl  give  yon  quotations  in   Greek  and  Latin  in 
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which,  though  water  is  the  clement  and  sprinkling  the  mode, 
yet  the  person  or  object  aftected  by  it  is  said  to  be  sprinkled. 
In  Plutarch,  the  priests  commanded  the  people  entering  the 
temple  rantidzdn  seautous — to  sprinkle  themselves. 

There  are  many  words  meaning  to  sprinkle,  some  of  which 
mean  in  Hebrew,  Qreek,  etc.,  to  scatter,  disperse ;  never 
moisten,  wet,  stain.  Mam/  others  never  mean  scatter,  disperse, 
but  from  sprinkle  (of  liquids)  mean  to  moisten,  wet,  bedew, 
stain,  color,  ail  which  take  the  dwect  accusative  aiid  no  inter- 
vening preposition,  such  as  upoUj  on,  etc.,  and  such  is  bapto 
and  baptidzo. 

So,  Heb.  ix.  19,  21 :  Moses  sprinkled  the  book,  the  people, 
the  tabernacle,  and  the  vessels  of  the  ministry.  Did  he  scat- 
ter them  in  drops  ?  In  all  languages,  many,  very  many  words 
occur  meaning  sprinkle  that  mean  to  moisten,  wet,  color,  dip, 
immerse — all  taking  the  accusative  as  the  direct  object  of  the 
verb,  which  forever  destroys  the  Doctor's  position. 

Now  notice  what  my  worthy  brother  has  said  about  our 
English  version  of  the  New  Testament.  He  seems  to  think 
that  the  translators  have  not  done  justice  to  the  immersion- 
ist  idea  involved  in  the  Greek  particle  en. ;  that,  in  fact,  they 
have  allowed  their  predilection  for  sprinkling  as  the  mode  of 
baptism  to  control  them  in  rendering  that  term  into  English, 
as  they  have  done,  by  witK  The  Doctor  claims  that  en  means 
in.  Well,  I  admit  that  this  is  its  more  general  meaning  when 
used  of  a  local  relation,  but  it  is  not  so  in  any  of  these  eases ; 
but  does  it  not  also  mean  with  f  Can  these  translators  be  sup- 
posed to  have  been  opposed  to  immersion,  when  they  had  all 
of  them  been  baptized  by  dipping?  Luther,  in  his  German 
translation  of  the  New  Testament,  renders  en  by  mit,  with.  So 
a  large  number  of  versions  have  done,  as  well  as  six  other 
English  versions. 

6.  We  have  given  you  every  occurrence  of  the  word  down  to 
this  period.  The  next  who  uses  it  is  the  great  Stagirite, 
Aristotle,  and,  in  a  literal  sense,  I  am  glad  to  say,  and  hence 
we  pause  on  these  metaphorical  uses  oibaptizo  in  the  classics. 

Shakespeare,  Bunyan,  and  the  mass  of  people  use  lie  fol- 
lowing terms  in  the    connectiouB  above :    "  Those  haughty 
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words  of  her's  bespattered  me,"  etc.  Banyan, "  foul  aspersion.'' 
A.  Campbell  and  Rice,  "  foul  aspersion."  Debate,  645  So 
Dryden,  W.  Scott  "We  use  "  base  aspersion,"  "  foul  asper- 
sion," for  such  abuse.  But  aspersion  is  sprinkling,  means  to 
sprinkle.  Pindar  and  the  ancients  used  the  word  sprinkle 
also  for  praising,  at  times :  "  sprinkle  with  eulogies." 

A  striking  case  occurs  in  Atheneus,  a  later  Greek : 

"  You  seem  to  me,  O  guests,  to  be  strangely  flooded  (katasnilestKoi)  with 
vehement  words,  whUe  also  waiting  to  be  baptized  (bebaptisikai)^  flooded 
(or  drenched)  with  undiluted  wine.'' 

Notice  here,  first :  katantleo  meaning  to  flood,  and  played 
upon  by  the  wit  as  of  a  like  sense  with  baptize ;  waiting  to  be 
baptized  with  wine,  you  are  busy.  He  does  not  repeat  bap- 
tize, but  a  word  of  same  force  there,  katantUoy  flooded,  over- 
whelmed ;  overwhelming  others  with  words,  some  would  pre- 
fer ;  waiting  to  be  so  with  wine.  But  the  word  here  ren- 
dered by  Conant,  the  Baptist,  "  flooded,"  used  in  same  sense 
with  baptizo,  primarily  means  to  sprinkle,  to  pour.  This  no 
one  will  deny,  we  presume.  This  gives  us  another  illustra- 
tion of  philology  as  well  as  of  the  word's  meaning. 

As  yet  now,  first,  baptizo  never  yet  means  to  immerse,  etc. 
Second,  it  implies  affusion ;  was  based  upon  that  idea  in  its 
metaphorical  uses  every  time,  save  in  Plato.  In  him,  once  it 
is  based  on  that  evidently,  in  the  other  two  cases  it  is  to  be 
drunk.  But  in  Hebrew,  Arabic,  Latin,  etc.,  words  primarily 
meaning  to  moisten,  when  it  is  by  tears,  rain,  dew,  to  sprinkle, 
etc.,  we  siiw  come  to  mean  to  get  or  make  drunk;  not  words 
primarily  meaning  to  immerse.  Hence,  these  two  uses  point 
to  sprinkle  as  the  primary  meaning. 

Let  us  now  see  in  what  sense  Aristotle,  born  B.  C.  880 
years,  the  most  learned  Greek  that  ever  lived,  used  it  He, 
too,  used  it  only  once  in  all  his  voluminous  works.  He  tells 
us  of"  certain  places  full  of  rushes  and  seaweed  which,  when 
it  is  ebb-tide,  are  not  baptized  {v\(B  baptUlzesthai)^  overflowed, 
but  at  full  tide  are  overflowed  {katakludzestkai)."  As  A. 
Campbell  and  M.  Stuart  tell  us,  these  two  words  are  used  in 
precisely  the  same  sense  here. 
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We  liave,  then,  the  most  important  data  possible  here 
given  by  the  most  profound  thinkers  and  scholars  of  the 
world.     We  have, 

1.  The  first  literal  occurrence  of  baptizo  in  the  world. 

2.  It  does  not  here  mean  to  immerse,  or  dip,  or  plunge. 

3.  It  is  the  application  of  the  element,  the  baptizing  ele- 
ment, to  the  stationary,  immovable  object  baptized. 

But  in  that  other  word,  katakhuizOy  equivalent  to  baptizOy  we 
have  philological  light.  It  is  compounded  of  Aote,  a  preposi- 
tion. Anotheir  later  Greek  uses  perikludzo^  also,  to  express  the 
act  of  classic  baptism.  So,  let  us  look  at  it  closely.  Pri- 
marily, kludzo  means  to  bedash,  besprinkle,  or  insprinkle  with 
water,  implying  more  or  less  of  force.  Our  word  clyster  is 
the  noon  from  it.  Budaeus,  Stephanus,  and  the  Glosses,  all 
give  sprinkle  tor perikludzo ;  thuB periklusmati,  asperginej  verb; 
aspergOy  perfundo.     See  Stephanus. 

Passow :  wash,  bedash,  wet,  etc.     [See  first  reply.]  ' 

We  see  here,  then,  that  the  way  by  which  a  word  that  pri- 
marily applies  to  inspersions,  aspersions,  comes  to  mean  all 
that  baptizo  does. 

Thus,  you  see,  there  is  no  meaning  in  baptizo  but  that  is 
promptly,  easily  and  scientifically  explained,  illustrated  over 
and  again  on  this  basis.  But  start  with  immerse,  and  not  a 
point  in  it  can  be  explained  by  any  rule  or  law  that  will  stand 
the  test  Then,  the  great  facts,  the  essential  facts,  of  its 
meanings  cannot  be  explained  at  all. 

1.  You  have  to  travel  centuries  down  before  you  arrive  at 
a  literal  meaning  at  all. 

2.  When  you  come  to  that  it  is  against  you. 

8.  You  then  have  to  travel  on  till  you  reach  Polybius, 
Plutarch,  Josephus,  etc.,  to  mean  immerse. 

4.  Then  you  have  a  body  of  meanings  in  those  writers  and 
others  that  show  immerse  could  not  have  been  its  earlier 
or  primary  meaning.  It  now  means  beside,  sprinkle,  pour, 
wash,  intoxicate,  overflow,  overwhelm,  immerse. 

1.  But  wash  is  older  than  immerse,  as  a  meaning  of  baptize^ 
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by  over  a  century  or  so.     Hence,  wash  is  not  derived  from 
immerse,  as  a  meaning  of  bapiizo. 

2.  No  word  on  earth  primarily  meaning  to  immerse  means 
to  wash.  But  baptizo  does  come  to  mean  to  wash.  Hence, 
immerse  never  was  its  primary  meaning. 

3.  Baptizo  means,  derivatively,  to  overflow.  No  word  pri- 
marily and  properly  meaning  to  immerse,  ever  means  to  over- 
flow.    Therefore  baptizo  never  meant,  primarily,  to  immerse. 

But  words  primarily  meaning  to  sprinkle,  vast  numbers  of 
them,  do  come  to  mean  to  overflow,  and  to  wash,  to  cleanse ; 
and  it  is  the  rule,  the  habitual  law  of  language.  Hence,  it  is 
certain  baptizo  primarily  meant  to  sprinkle. 

So  we  could  apply  the  other  meanings  of  baptizo^  but  this 
is  enough  now. 
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DR.  GRAVES'  THIRD  SPEECH. 

Mr.  President:  We  are  getting  on  very  pleasantly:  we  are 
agreeing.  He  is  just  yielding  to  my  position.  He  admits  that 
the  primary  meaning  of  en  is  in,  and  of  eis,  into.  His  lexicons 
all  confirm  this  meaning.  It  is  not  a  question  as  to  whether 
lexicographers  be  mistaken  about  the  primary  meaning  of  this 
or  that  term;  this  is  not  a  question  to  be  discussed  at  all.  He 
is  a  day  or  two  ahead  of  time.  Instead  of  following  me,  he  is 
leading  He  takes  a  stretch  first  in  this  direction  and  then  in 
that,  just  like  the  hunted  fox,  whose  instincts  prompt  him  to 
a  like  expedient  as  a  trick  for  putting  his  pursuers  oft'  his 
track.  I  don't  say  my  opponent  is  a  fox,  but  only  that  in  this 
particular,  he  is  certainly  following  out  the  fox's  tactics.  Now 
I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  the  very  novel  and  ingenious 
method  by  which  my  opponent  deduces  from  baptizo  the  mean- 
ing, "  to  get  drunk.^^  He  says  that  two  native  Greek  lexico- 
graphers define  ^^bapto"  and  baptizo  by  ^^  embrecho ;^'  but  then, 
according  to  the  most  eminent  of  our  lexicographers '  embreeho '' 
means ''  to  pour  upon" ''  to  moisten"  "  to  soak"  and  "  to  get  drunk" 
Now  then,-  as  baptizo  means  embrechoy  and  this  again  means 
"to  get  drunk,"  therefore  this  is  one  of  the  meanings  of 
baptizo  !  According  to  this  method  of  dealing  with  language, 
sad  havoc  may  be  made  with  the  meaning  of  terms,  and  any 
sense  that  a  man's  interest  or  caprice  may  dictate  can  be  put 
upon  them.  Is  there  a  man,  woman  or  child  here,  that  does 
not  know  what  it  is  to  eat?  ^  Now  among  the  definitions  that 
Webster  gives  of  the  word  *'to  eat"  one  is  "to  devour."  Now 
Addison,  in  speaking  of  a  glutton  at  a  feast,  says  "he  devoured 
it  with  his  eyes."  We  all  understand  the  expression,  and  no- 
body supposes  that  to  eat  means  to  look  earnestly  upon  an  ob- 
ject, but  this  is  the  sense  in  which  "derowr"  is  here  used.  Does 
looking  upon  an  object  then,  mean  to  eat  it?  Most  assuredly 
it  does,  if  Eld.  Ditzler's  principles  of  philology  are  good  for 
anything;  for  to  devour  means  to  look  intently,  and  therefore 
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I  can  eat  him  up  in  a  moment !  But  is  there  anything  £Eiir 
and  square  about  such  statements  and  such  arguments  as  these? 
I  hold  that  they  are  utterly  unworthy  of  my  opponent's  schol- 
arship. When  we  come  to  it,  we  will  show  that  all  these 
meanings  he  calls  ^^primary,"  are  no  meanings  at  all.  He  has 
now  fairly  and  squarely  to  show  that  the  primary  meaning  of 
the  word  baptidzo  is  to  sprinkle,  or  to  admit  that  it  is  not 
This,  mark  you,  is  the  real  issue. 

Argument. 

Returning  to  my  argument,  let  us  notice  the  history  of  the 
Savior's  baptism  as  given  by  Matthew : 

"I  indeed  baptize  you  in  water,"  etc.,  "but  He  shall  bap- 
tize  you  in  the  Holy  Spirit  and  in  fire."  I  distinctly  claim 
that  en  should  be  translated  in  in  this  verse,  in  accordance 
with  our  rule,  because  it  is  its  primary  meaning,  and  this 
sense  alone  will  agree  with  the  context^  for  in  verses  5  and  6  it 
distinctly  says  the  people  "were  all  baptized /n  the  river 
Jordan  "  by  John.  Consequently  baptized  in  the  water  of  it, 
and  the  translators  were  compelled  so  to  translate  it.  I  read 
the  record  of  the  Savior's  baptism.     Mat  Hi,  13-17. 

How  was  Christ  baptized?  He  came  from  Gallilee  to  Jor- 
dan, and  like  all  whom  John  baptized,  was  baptized  in  the 
river  Jordan,  and  "came  uj),"  the  translators  are  frank  to  say, 
"  out  of  the  water."  What  did  John  do  to  him,  is  claimed  by 
some  to  be  a  question.  I  can  but  believe  that  every  candid 
Christian  mind  has  within  and  for  itself  decided  it  already. 

But  let  us  examine  Mark's  record  of  these  transactions. 
Let  us  first  notice  how  Mark  uses  the  preposition  e??,  and  how 
our  translators  have  translated  it.  In  the  first  chapter,  en  is  used 
twelve  times  and  translated  properly  in,  in  every  place  ^'arc^p^  cm 
in  Matthew  where  baptism  is  referred  to,  which  would  be  a  palpa- 
ble contradiction  of  what  he  states  in  the  fith  verse  of  the  same 
chapter,  where  he  explicitly  says  ^^  w^Qve baptized  {en  to  Jordane, 
potamo)  in  the  river  of  Jordan.^* 

I  api)eal  to  every  fair  minded  person  and  to  every  child  to 
decide    if  the  translators   were  not   in  dutv  bound    to   have 
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translated  en  by  its  primary  sense  here ?    "I  have  baptized  you 
in  water,  but  He  §hall  baptize  you  in  the  Holy  Ghost." 
I  read  here  again,  the  history  of  the  baptism  of  Christ: 

''  And  it  oame  to  pass  in  those  days,  that  Jesus  came'  from  Nazareth  of 
Qalilee,  and  was  baptized  of  John  in  Jordan.  And  straightway  coming 
Xip  out  of  the  water,  he  saw  the  heavens  opened,  and  the  Spirit  like  a 
dove  descended  upon  him :  and  there  came  a  voice  from  heaven,  saying^ 
Thou  art  my  beloved  ISon,  in  whom  I  am  well  pleased.  And  inamediately 
the  Sph-it  driveth  Him  into  the  wilderness."— Jl/a7-A;  i,  &-1S, 

That  He  was  baptized  in  the  river  of  Jordan,  I  can't  think 
any  honest  man  ever  doubted,  for  the  Holy  Spirit  expressly 
says  so — eis  ton  Jordanen.  But  what  act  did  John  perform  upon 
Jesus,  is  to  be  determined.  Did  he  sprinkle,  or  pour,  or  pop 
water  upon  him — for  all  these  have  their  advocates — or  did  he 
immerse  or  bury  him  in  the  river?  The  record  positively 
forbids  the  first  three,  while  it  admits  and  positively  demands 
the  last  one.  . 

Let  us  examine  the  record  that  Luke  gives  of  the  baptism 
of  John.  You  can  all  read  the  3d  chapter  to  the  28d  verse. 
The  first  thing  we  notice  is  Luke's  use  of,  en.  It  is  found  nine 
times  in  this  chapter,  and  in  every  instance  our  translators 
have- rendered  it  in,  by  its  primary  meaning,  as  they  should. 
Luke  does  not  circumstantially  record  the  baptism  of  the 
people  or  of  Jesus;  but  we  learn  that  the  people  and  Jesus 
were  "baptized"  and  not  the  water — which  is  important. 
And  we  notice  again  that  the  translators  translate,  hudatiy  and 
pneumati,  which,  are  in  the  dative  here,  without  the  preposition 
en  expressed,  with  water  and  mth  the  Holy  Spirit;  thus  open- 
ing the  way  to  the  plausible  theory  that  he  put  the  water  upon 
them  in  some  place  and  in  some  form,  rather  than  put  the 
people  into  the  water  or  river,  as  Matthew  and  Mark  have 
already  told  us.  But  the  English  reader  need  not  be  at  a  loss, 
for  he  knows  that  the  indefinite  must  be  determined  by  the 
definite.  If  Mark  expressly  tells  us  that  persons  were  bap- 
tized by  John  into  the  water,  and  Luke  should  tell  us  that  he 
baptized  the  people,  but  should  not  tell  us  in  what^  we  would 
know  from  Mark  it  was  in  water.  While  every  scholar  knows 
that  this  is  the  dative  of  place,  or  element,  and  that  Luke 
often  uses  the  dative  without  a  preposition  anf^worinti^  to  the 
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quefstion,  ^rhx^inf    Which  U9C  is  recognized  bj  GFunmrnmns, 
and  I  w]il  Mettle  the  iMae  here  by  examplee^ 

1.  Td'Jilf:  U  roikU — in  that  night     And 

2.  Tt  }^Mutra  tkeine — in  the  same  day. — Acts  ii,  17, 34^41. 

8.  Tt  proff€a/:ht  Icai  U  deasd — ^in  prajer  and  supplication.! — 
Act8  i,  14.    For  en  U  prosettcfie. — Acts  ii,  46. 

4.  Tliey  continued  stead&st,  dedaskCf  in  the  doctrine  of 
the  A]>r>HtleSy  etc. 

5.  Emiiienkn  U  pistef — ^to  continue  in  the  faith.  For  en  k 
pisteif  Hce  Uornans  iv,  20. 

6.  Walking  in  fear — te  phobo^  for  en,  etc, — ^Acts  iz,  81.  See 
Ist  Pet.  iv,  3. 

7.  Zfion  te  pncumdtij  fervent  in  spirt  Acts  xviii,  25.  See  Ist 
Cor.  xiv,  20. 

8.  Tc  Uia  dialekU  lalovnten — speak  in  his  own  language. 
Acts  ii,  6-8. 

9.  Poreuensthai  tais  hodois  autin — to  walk  in  their  own  ways. 

In  all  thcHC  utterances  wo  have  the  dative  of  place  like  kudaH^ 
without  tlie  en,  and  they  each  answer  to  the  question  whercmt 
Ant?,  in  the  way,  en  the  water.  Matthi»  says:  The  dative 
without  the  preposition  eHy  is  used  in  definitions  of  place  in 
answer  to  the  questions  "wherein?"  and  "when?" 

Wo  will  examine  John,  the  last  witness.  Lot  us  also  notice 
how  he  Usses  the  preposition  "en,"  and  how  faithfully  oor 
translators  have  rendered  it.  Will  you  open  and  read  the  first 
33  verses  of  the  first  ehapler  of  John.  Here  we  find  en  used 
seven  times  in  these  33  verses,  and  in  every  place  it  is  trans- 
lated in  except  the  two  where  it  is  followed  by  water!  Howis 
this  ?     Can  Elder  Ditzler  tell  ? 

The  Evangelist  introduces  the  Harbinger  as  setting  forth  his 
own  mission  in  his  own  wonls.  In  doing  so,  the  latter  declares 
a?  plainly  as  any  Greek  that  ever  lived  could  havo  declared- 
he  declares  it  as  plainly  as  any  living  scholar  can  to-day  affinn 
it  in  Greek — that  he  was  sent  to  baptize  "?w  (not  inVA)  water." 
And  he  hence  declares  as  explicitly  and  with  the  very  words  • 
Greek  would  have  been  compelled  to  use  to  say  it,  that  he  £d 
V>aptize  "in  water,"  "en  hudati.^^  And  yet,  in  every  instance 
where  baptism  is  referred  to,  they  translate  "«i  "  with  water! 
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The  lioTieBt  dcholai^hip  of  the  world  has  protested  against  it,  and 
lam  gratified  to  learn  that  the  English  and  American  Commis- 
sion of  scholars  now  engaged  in  making  a  new  version,  have 
translated  en  kudati  in  all  these  passages,  in  water — the  Eng- 
lish agreeing  to  place  it  in  the  margin,  as  the  literal  meaning, 
while  the  Americans  want  it  in  the  text.  The  rest  of  this 
Evangelist''^  record  that  refers  to  John,  will  be  found  in 
chap,  ill,  22-24.  The  important  statement  bearing  upon  these 
questions  is  the  23d  verse.  "  And  John  was  also  baptizing  in 
Enon  near  to  Salim,  because  there  was  much  water  there,  and 
they  (the  people)  came  and  were  baptized," — not  sprinkled 
or  poured  or  popped  upon ! 

We  have  another  important  fact  stated,  i.  e.,  that  John,  when 
he  removed  from  Beth-ab-a-ra,  the  ford-house  at  the  ford  of 
the  Jordan,  perhaps,  as  some  say,  because  the  water  had 
become  too  shallow,*  went  to  Enon  to  baptize,  because 
there  was  mucti  water  there^  {polla  hudcUa)  deep  water,  as 
opposed  to  olliga  hudata — shallow  water.  Why  did  he  go 
there?  Not  to  sprinkle,  not  to  moisten  or  to  pour,  etc., 
beyond  the  possibility  of  a  doubt  or  cavil.  He  needed  much 
or  deep  water  to  baptize  in — not  with. 

Biit  John  did  not  leave  us  in  doubt  as  to  the  action  he  per* 
formed  for  baptism,  though  the  translators  seemed  disposed  to. 
lie  tells  us  that  he  performed  the  same  act  upon  bis  subjects, 
as  to  the  river  Jordan,  that  Ciirist  will  upon  the  finally 
impenitent,  as  to  the  lake  of  fire.  He  mentions  three  bap* 
tisms,  and  describes  them  in  precisely  the  same  words;  con- 
sequently, the  common  reader  rightly  concludes  the  action  or 
the  effect  in  the  three  cases  must  bo  the  same.  He  says:  ''I 
baptize  (en)  in  water.  He  will  baptize  you  (en)  in  the  Holy 
Spirit,  and  he  will  baptize  you  (some  of  you )  in  fire."  John's 
own  explanation  of  this,  clearly,  to  our  minds,  fixes  the  bap- 
tism of  Jire  to  be  "the  unquenchable  fire"  into  which  John 
naid  the  chaff  and  the  barren  trees  would  be  ultimately  cast, 
for  he,  Christ,  was  to  burn  them  up  and  cast  into  fire.  This  is 
the  undoubted  paraphrase:  "lam  baptizing  some  of  you  in 
thirt  river,  but   there   are   two  other  baptisms,  one    of  which 
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tbe  Co*:i]iof  One  will  administer  to  all  who  hear  me.  He 
ittp<nze  «*>!ne  of  too  in  the  blessed  infloences  of  his  Holj 
Sf-:«T:,  and  «ome  of  too — thoise  who  reject  him — he  wiD  cast 
isiiZ'-y  iL^  eTc-r!!astic^  fire,  prepan^  for  the  devil  and  hidangeU." 
X  >7  ih't  bdpti^m  in  fiie.  will  onqne^tionably  be  an  immeni- 
ic-E:-  Ti:ere'if>re'  b*>it,  the  baptism  in  the  Holj  Spirit  and  in 
W4:i5-r.  wr^r>e^  hiiEKer^ioE*.  This  eonelnsion  cannot  be  reacted 
by  zL-t  i,iz:x3izi  miicd.  whatever  seeniiD:?  objections  mav  be 
aiileg^i.     Ti-^r*  J->Ln  answer*  our  qne^tions. 

Bi:  CPltls:  expLuned  the  action  of  his  own  baptism,  when 
ii^  «'i<ei:Li&]L*ioi  h  it  the  hands  of  Joho,  and  then  and  there  for- 
ever £x«^£  ::?  jV-n/^,     He  had  appciiated  baptism  to  be  tit/o 

•ref-vn'^iLn:*.  s^'-i  aj:?*:-  *fi^-  ihe  remission  of  sioaw  It  was  from 
tL-e^-r  very  fic:s  a  •s-:v.'^jrA2r"r^  rite,  while  it  was  designed  to 
t-c  a  -i^.^i7:idML  vf  this^  it  was  aja«>  designed  to  svmbolize 
^fUiT  :Le5e  ^rre  i^  h-e  pro-c^red  f>r  his  people.  To  p'roenre 
ttriie  rt!::::;s?;:i::  vf  s:e.s  for  His  people,  L  f.,  to  redeem  them 
fmc-ci  lie  je:i;iL:v  i-f  tLeir  trir:>gres*sious,  aud  so  briug  in 
azi  eTe:lAs::::£r  rii:LieonsL.ess  for  them,  was  the  object  of 
Lis  iL^oArr  i':  '^..  Tfce  angeil  said:  "His  name  shaSl  be 
Mi-Alle^i  Je^:;?  iie^jtk'ise  b.e  sLa^t  save  his  f-e<>f-!e  from  their 
siLSw**  His  wL">i:e  w^^rk  oq  earth  Lad  retefea-ce  to  the  remis- 
HOC  <:■:  si!r.s.  He  tad  taken  oar  sias  ^p^>n  him.  "He  made 
HiEn-i^lf  : ."  i-e  sin  :-yr  ti:s."  As  a  sin-LA^ier.  sacrifice  he  came  to 
■J'Z'i^zL  ^Li"  ?.e  :iii:zKt  svmbxize  betVre  the  eves  of  angel's  and 
3Le;n,  :i.-c  £T^edi:  a.'^ts  te  sais:  itSL*ler^>  f  t  rLe  nem:ssioa  ot'  the  sins 
of  h:sre'.c['r,a:L-i  ^^carefortheai  that  -atE  rii^hieossness''  thev 
EE.1S*  Live  •■>  ipT-e-ar  bef  >re  the  Father  :tt  peace  and  jov.  He 
■cacie  :  :■  :  -  •r-.r^  :»v  this  rite  what  He  mast  ocder^-^  to  secnre 
liis  rl^:et>-si:«ct56 — to  fciiS!:!i  'Jjwr.rW'f!?^ — the  realitv  that  He 
z^.ri'?:  iz.d^T'Z'?  it-.^CL  the  Cnwe  ar.d  a*  the  Sep'iilchre, 

CLrL<c's  baidsm  liitfer?  fr*>ni  o^r  owu  ;c^  this,  his  was  a 
;:?':'Ch'ei."v,  i  :-:*re«sho«wine,  o:;rs  is  a  poi^ricc  b«aok«a  memorial 
:■:  zL±z  riz^ZKyyi^niiss  which  Christ  fiifilLed  for  cs*  a::d  on 
wL::'::  nr  re'.v  t"?r  " remission  of  sins," — the  ^Ltfmate  abot- 
isl-e-:  i::i  removal  of  their  peaa'ty,  for  we  are  ail  still 
♦n5rr.-:;^  :he  i^cjkltv  of  sia.  Christ  ovuM  not  th:is  have 
rid'.-^'I  j.  '   r :rh:^?*.:f!iesi5 — figarativelv— could  not  have  rep- 
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resented  the  three  facts  of  his  Gospel,  in  his  baptism,  without 
going  down  into  the  water,  being  overwhelmed  by  it  and 
rising  again  out  of  it,  and  therefore  his  baptism  must  have 
been  an  immersion  in  water.  If  so,  there  can  be  no  Christian 
or  Scriptural  baptism  without  a  burial^  a  planting  in  the  like- 
ness of  the  resurrection  of  Christ.  Primitive  Christians  were 
therefore  said  to  have  died  with  Christ,  to  have  been  buried 
with  Christ  and  to  have  risen  with  Christ;  and  all  this  they 
symbolized  in  their  baptism,  as  we  should  in  ours  and  must  if 
we  would  be  baptized  with  Christ. 

These  three  facts  constitute  the  rocky  basis  of  the  whole 
Gospel  of  remission.     Paul  thus  taught  the  Corinthians : 

"  Moreover,  brethren,  I  declare  unto  you  the  Gospel  which  I  preached 
unto  you,  which  also  ye  have  received,  and  wherein  ye  stand;  by  which 
alao  ye  are  saved,  if  ye  keep  in  memory  what  I  preached  unto  you,  unless 
ye  have  beUeved  in  vain.  For  I  delivered  unto  you  fllrst  of  all  that 
which  I  also  received,  how  that  Christ  died  for  our  sins'  according  to  the 
iScriptures ;  and  that  he  was  buried,  and  that  he  rose  again  the  third  day 
according  to  the  Scriptures:  and  that  he  was  seen  of  Cephas,  then  of  the 
twelve." — 1  Cor.  xv,  1-5. 

Christ  shadowed  forth  his  death  when  he  sank  under  the 

waters  of  his  baptism  and  was  buried!     "And  that  he  rose 

again" — his   emergence  from  that  grave   of  water  was   the 

likeness  and  prophecy  of  his  own  resurrection  from  the  tomb 

of  Joseph,  for  the  justification  of  all  who  believe  on  him. 

He  satisfied  the  penalty  of  the  law  for  them  all,  and  now  as 

Prince  and  Savior,  can  give  both  repentance  and  remission  of 

sins  to  Israel. — [  Time  out'] 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  THIRD  REPLY. 

Gentlemen  Moderators  : — In  my  last  speech,  as  the  Presi- 
dent's hammer  fell,  I  was  remarking  upon  the  translators  of 
James'  version,  and  the  way  in  which  they  had  performed 
their  task.  There  was  no  possibility  of  bias  in  their  work. 
They  were  immersionists.  They  were  opposed  to  affusion. 
Let  us  test  the  matter. 

1.  A.  Campbell's  Christian  Baptism,  140 : 

"  Tlie  translators  of  the  common  version  were  all,  or  nearly  all,  gen- 
uine Episcopalians,  and,  at  the  time  they  made  the  version,  were  accus- 
tomed to  use  a  litiurgy,  which  made  it  the  minister's  duty,  in  the  sacra- 
ment of  baptism,  to  take  the  child  and  dip  it  in  the  water  contained  in 
the  font.  I  have  seen  copies  of  James*  version,  printed  in  1611,  which 
contain  the  Psalms  and  service  of  the  church,  in  which  frequent  allu- 
sions are  made  to  immersion^  all  indicative  of  the  fact  that  it  teas  then 
regarded  as  the  primitive  and  proper  baptism;  consequently,  these 
translators  accepted  the  king's  appouitment  and  restrictions,  to  retain 
Ixiptize  and  baptism  rather  than  translate  them,  and  on  no  occaHon 
favored  tile  innovation  of  sprinkling,  by  any  rendering,  or  note  mar- 
ginal in  that  translation/^ 

Every  word  of  this  is  true. 

Summing  all  up,  Wall  agrees  that  they  did  not  carry  "  the 
prjictiee  against  the  rubric  "  till  Dr.  Whittaker  gave  his 
powerful  influence  that  way,"  1624.  Wall,  ii,  581,  note. 
Afttr  this,  affusion  began  to  prevail,  long  after  James'  version 
wns  completed.  Dr.  Conant,  138-9,  (Statutes  of  Eng.,  1662) 
sustains  this.  M.  Stuart,  162-3,  and  Introduction  by  Dr.  J. 
R.  Graves,  24,  proves  A.  Campbell's  facts  to  be  true. 

Tyndale's  version,  1526,  settles  James. 

Tyndale  was  an  immersionist,  as  A.  Campbell's  Christian 
Baptism,  140,  Conant,  Graves,  Brents  337,  all  show  by  quota- 
tions. 

1.  Here,  then.  Wall,  A.  Campbell,  Conant,  Graves,  Stuart, 
all   show  that  James'  version  was  by  out  and  out  immer- 

siouists. 
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2.  They  show  that  it  is  based   on  Tyndale's,  whose  ver- 
sion  was    published  1526  by  an  absolute  immersionist,  and  > 
immersion  (dipping)  continued  to  be  practiced  as  the  mode  for  ' 
one  hundred  years  later,  when  aftusion  began  to  "  gradually  "  / 
come  in — after  1624,  yet  Bo  little  prevailed  as  to  leave  dipping  ? 
tlie  legaJ  ascendant  as  late  as  1662,  and  so  forcible  as  to  com-  4 
pel  Wesley,  as  late  a«  1736,  in  a  British  colony  (Qa.)  to  refuse  \ 
to  baptize  a  child  by  affusion  without  the  usual  certificate 
that  it  was  too  delicate  to  be  dipped. 

Hence,  it  is  perfectly  evident  that  not  only  were  they  not 
partial  to  our  side,  but  that  they  favored  dipping  whereever 
they  could,  and  rendered  euywith  because  candor  and  the  facts 
A       compelled  such  a  rendering.     In  this  they  are  sustained  by  all 
-^      the  best  versions   of  antiquity,  Jerome   alone   excepted,  and 
^       by   all  the  best  modern  versions,  from  1522  down,  and  by 
-^      Beza  and  a  number  of  Latin  versions.     Luther,  who  held  the 
child  in  his  hands  and  baptized  it  said:    ^^ Ich  taufe  euch  mil 
wasse)'^ — I  baptize  you  with  water,  and  so  he  always  renders  it 
in  his  version.     So  the  Italian,  French,  Lusitanian,  etc.     The 
partiality  of  James'  version  for  dipping  is  seen  in  many  ren- 
derings—  of  Christ  going   up   "out   of  the   water,"   where 
Conant,  the  Baptist  Union  version,  Anderson,  Wilson,  all  im- 
mersionists,  are  compelled  to  render  it  "  from  the  water,"  apo 
never  meaning  out  of,  and  cannot  apply  where   there  was  an 
emergence  out  of  the  water.     They  render  toash,  {r achats,  Greek 
iouo,)  bathed  many  times — a  medical  use  of  water,  to  soothe 
inflamed  or  heated  parts,  whereas,  all  know  the  wash* of  the 
Pentateuch  was  purely  for  cleansing  purposes,  real  or  ritual, 
and  baihe  is  a  false  rendering  to  cover  up  the  truth. 

On  en  let  us  now  be  definite  and  careful. 

In  a  local  sense  en,  we  are  willing  to  admit,  quite  answers  to 
our  m,  as  used  by  us.  But,  it  is  often  used  where  it  locally 
even  does  not  involve  the  idea  of  being  all  in  an  object.  We 
say  a  child  is  in  the  water,  a  horse  is  in  the  creek,  &c,  where 
its  body  is  not  at  all  in  the  water,  much  less  under  it 

But  it  is  where  en  indicates  instrumentality  that  we  are 
now  concerned.  They  were  baptized  idth  water,  vnth  the 
Spirit,  wOh  fire.     These  were  the  elements,  instrumentalities 
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3fj.'  vftsiHk  biipd:<iii  w»$  aflfected.  Doe?  cm  indicate  this  in  Scrip- 
tmine  ?  We  rani :  "^  Rale  with  tea)  a  rod  of  iron."  *^  Speak 
•fn  wick  tccjaneaL"^  •^  Descended  {tm\  with  the  Toice,"  etc. 
"^  Aa^Hnn  i/ni  with  oil.*^  Now,  this  will  speciallT  show 
irtL^ci^r  I  hmt  Pt.  G-  is  risht.  In  Ezekiel  xvi,  -I,  S» :  •^  Then 
-vTisfk^i  I  the^*  €m  wich  water  ...  I  an^nnted  thee  tm  with 
.iL"  Tti*  iP?«n  orcTars  «0'ver/>rfjr  times  finnn  Ex.  txj-t,  i  40, 
:>  XiOL  3L1JLT.  2?:  twelve  um<e^  iei  one  chapter.  XaoL.  vii.,  m 
'ip£:u  e^ifrr  dcBLe.  X.>w,  kum-  wen?  ihev  anointed  *  Alwit? 
:>j  iff  :tie;c  tiie  oc8 — dhej  p(Kiir>ed  it  on  ihe  person,  too  know. 
W^IL  ^m  }&  nftj^  <M>n>standT  to  exprvt<i^  that  £aet.  *- Anoint  wHk 
'■AL"  Vr*  aw-  anoinC'enJL  bapdjwui  with  the  Spirit — it  i*  poored 
JO.  ai&     We  are  hapciied  wiik  water — it  i<  pmntJ  v*  tss. 

L'X'isuIt.  it  is  th^ss  n^^ed:  ""  Get  thee  hence  and  hide  thTself 
-tn,  W  mie  Wx^  Cherith.**    Often  is  it  so  osed — we  need  not 

Tt-*  b-!?xBLer  Lajrs  mrsclh.  stress?  ipxi  *w.  ?«A>  tlie  water,  and 
-liL  !^i^  ■?/  tiSbe  wukter.  A.:ts  rttt.  ^.  wh^fffe  PhfRp  %cipdzed  the 
•*cci':h-      In   pr?T^s    n.'>n!iJii^.    leave?   it   An   «!>j>ea.    djiestion 

lictir'*!''.  X'?w,  ifstf  -xvTir?  -xt^eo  with  Jynjham  itseSf  in  the 
Kb--e  wi«re  I*  -i'>et?  r.^-^t  iniplv  and  Hranciot  isip-ly  peBietradon 
:c  "^-i  w-Awr  at  alL  •■?  'ev^ea  -.r-wjr  extiecr.  S>  ^4-  appEies  to 
wiDir.  iZ'i  tfarf  J'^niia.  o-j^c  or.  wE-^re  cioetuerwa*;'?  fis  p-nsfiMe 
•AT  jJ*.  Pi  Is  b«^i:ci  th-e  H.nii:*e,  *!■  :cLac  ts  ?a£'i  as  t»>  Jofcs.  bap> 
rlsiirx  i^  ''fl^''  JvririiLz:.  o-r  tinv  eii::^'h.  is  r^v-vrJiEciir.  The  ootjr 
-•:li':  Is.  wiiy  TJi^eT  w^c:  !:^>  Jomljua.  aoL'i  I  wiEt  ^tv^e  a  Strip'CaraJ 
Azd  T^r~i:*::^  -sirisCivrtcrv-  Teas»?a  f<yr  chd* — cur  bjr^xher.  b-r  JUf 
Titicrv^  "3 -i Tier  v.-jl!:.  TKat  <ff^  «I-.>es  n-x  p-^ec^essajritv  imp'TT  wiAsc 
-•* c»^!-r-xr. :c .  -i 'ir.,  w»e  ctte  a  W w .>f  BLidLnr v  ^jb5i:s  t:>  tW  pxct : 

i  S'-':jr?^  •/-  •^  :  ""  F-."^  '^  L;ri  ca'iih  ?i?a:  me  r?i  tp?-  J«?cdani.'" 
•7  .»r;:  I «.  ■■■-  I"f     ■*  A"'-I  :i'."»i«  :hA:  oiiiw  JJ-jwn  ^  r-.'^xMn? 
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Is.,  xxxvi.  2 :  "  The  king  sent  Babshakeh  from  Lachish  m 
TO  Jerusalem/'  Not  into  it,  for  the  city  was  not  yet  captured, 
**  And  they  remained  outside,  by  the  potter's  field,  and  they 
came  out  and  met  them  there,"  v.  8. 

Thus,  we  see,  with  verbs  of  motion  even,  ds  applied  to  Jor- 
dan, did  not  once  put  them  into  its  waters.  Hence,  no  more 
does  the  bare  occurrence  of  as  onoe^  Mark  i.  6,  with  baptiae  as 
to  Jordan  or  water,  imply  it.  It  is  simply  as  often  in  the 
Bible  Greek  used  with  the  force  of  qri^  at.  Hence,  Christ 
^*  Came  to  John  ^  at  Jordan  to  be  baptized.    Matt.  iii.  18. 

No  more  does  ek  necessarily  imply  emergence  or  passing 
out  of  the  element  water,  or  the  river  literally.  Exodus,  ii. 
10. :  **  For  I  drew  him  (tk)  out  of  the  water."  He  was  in  a 
basket  bedaubed  with'  slime,  floating  on  the  water — not  any 
water  in  or  over  him. 

Joshua  tells  us  of  the  three  millions  of  Hebrews,  '^  They 
stood  still  in  Jordan,"  Joshua,  iii.  8 ;  the  ark  passed  *^  into 
Jordan,"  iii.  11 ;  the  priests  ^^  stood  firm  on  dry  ground  in 
the  midst  of  Jordan,  iii.  17 ;  they  took  stones  "  out  of  the 
midst  of  Jordan,"  x.  3 ;  they  passed  over  "  into  the  midst  of 
Jordan,"  x.  5,  so  verses  8  and  10,  same  facts.  Then,  from 
verses  16  to  20  they  **  came  up  out  of  Jordan;"  "come, ye  up. 
out  of  Jordan."  Five  times  does  such  language  occur,  yet 
not  one  was  m  water,  not  one  immersed— there  was  no  emer- 
gence. If  millions  could  be  said  to  be  in  Jordan,  come  out  of 
Jordan,  up  out  of  Jordan,  over  and  again,  once  it  could  be 
said  "both  Philip  and  the  eunuch  went  down  into  the  water-^ 
came  up  out  of  the  water,"  or  John  baptized  in  Jordan,  at 
Enon,  near  Salim,  yet  no  dip  occur. 

JSfo,  primarily,  does  not  mean  into.  It  meant,  as  Kuhner, 
Liddell  and  Scott,  Passow,  etc.  show,  motion  or  direction 
towards.  Motion  towards  results  in  arrival  at;  hence,  at^  tOy 
unjto.  Motion  towards  is  often  for  purposes  of  aid,  help; 
hence,  it  comes  to  mean  Jor.  Often  it  implies  opposition  ; 
hence,  against -« rarely  upon,  on.  It  results  in  'penetration; 
hence,  oUd.  Its  meanings  never  can  be  accounted  for  philo* 
logically  or  scientifically  ft'om  Dr.  Q.^s  stand-point.  It  har- 
monises perfectly  with  the  position  we  hold  with  these  great 
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authorities.  Hence  we  are  left  to  the  context,  the  surroundiDg 
facts  to  detennine,  as  in  all  other  words,  its  proper  rendering 
in  each  place. 

My  brother  thinks  **  baptize  with  fire  "  means  to  plange 
into  hell-fire!  I  am  amazed  at  such  a  position.  Look  at  the 
facts  and  language : 

1.  Multitudes  came  to  be  baptized.     Luke  iii.  15-20. 

2.  John  says :  "  I  baptize  you  with  water."  No  en  here,  at 
all — simply  hadati,  with  water.  "  He  (Christ)  shall  baptize  you 
with  the  Holy  Spirit  awd  withfireJ^  Notice  the  same  parties 
who  are  baptized  (1)  with  water,  (2)  then  with  the  Spirit,  are 
(3)  the  ones  baptized  with  fire. 

3.  Nowhere  is  baptize,  in  all  the- Bible,  applied  to  being 
thrown  into  hell  or  hell-fire.     Never  ! 

4.  "Now,  when  all  the  people  [who  came  to  John  to  bb 
BAPTIZED — V.  7]  WERE  baptized  " — V.  21.  Here,  aU  who  came 
— ^all  "  the  multitude  " — were  baptized.  Now,  how  absurd  to 
say,  John  assured  those  he  baptized  with  water — all  right — 
I  baptize  you  with  water,  Christ  shall  baptize  you  with  the 
Holy  Spirit,  and  then  plunge  you  into  hell!  !  It  is  infinitely  ab- 
surd. The  baptism  with  fire  was  literally  fulfilled  on  Pente- 
cost. "  There  appeared  unto  them  cloven  tongues  like  as 
of  fire,  and  it  sat  upon  each  one  of  them."  Acts  ii.  3.  The 
fire  is  a  symbol  of  purification,  the  real  object  of  the  baptism 
of  the  Spirit  on  people. 

We  have  heard  to-day  what  I  never  expected  to  hear,  a 
Baptist  admit  that  Jordan  had  not  water  enough  in  which  to 
immerse.  Dr.  G.  thinks  the  reason  why  John  left  Jordan  and 
went  to  Enon,  on  the  high  lands,  was  because  the  water  was 
getting  too  shallow  to  immerse  people !  John  went  to  Enon 
where  he  says  the  water  was  deep!  What  a  reason  !  Where, 
on  earth,  did  much  {polla)^  many  springs,  come  to  mean  deep  t 
On  the  contrary,  the  hot  season,  most  likely,  was  advancing; 
the  valley  of  the  lower  Jordan  is  intensely  hot — the  lowest 
spot  above  water  on  the  globe,  hence  intensely  hot,  being 
about  the  latitude  of  Memphis,  Tennessee.  At  first,  John 
baptizes  "  away  beyond  Jordan,"  John  x.  40-42.  The  multi- 
tudes learn  and  come,  and  it  forces  him  to  Jordan  for  the 
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pnrposes  of  water — runninq  water — for  all  purposes  of  clean- 
liness, drinking,  cooking,  for  animals  on  which 'they  traveled, 
to  drink,  yet  have  pure^  i.  c,  running  water.  I'll  make  all 
this  clear  in  due  time.  After  the  multitude  was  abating — 
fewer  coming — the  fine,  cool  springs  in  the  high,  mountainous 
regions  of  Salim,  at  Enon,  furnished  plenty  of  "running 
water,"  for  all  purposes  whatever. 

We  now  come  to  Bomans  vi.  3,  4.  Dr.  Graves  insists  that 
Christ  wished  to  symbolize  deaths  that  is,  his  own  death,  by 
his  baptism.    Now, 

1.  Baptism,  from  its  institution  by  Moses  (Exodus  xxx.  18- 
20,  Lev.  viii.  6),  till  John's  (Matt,  iii.,  Luke  iii.  9-20),  never 
did  represent  death — no  such  thought  in  it.  Water  symbol- 
izes Ufe,  not  death. 

2.  Christ's  death  was  on  a  cross,  by  crucifixion,  and  could 
not  be  symbolized  by  a  dip,  a  sudden  dipping  of  the  body 
under  "  living  water." 

3.  John  tells  us  what  Christ's  baptism  was  for — that  suit- 
able occasion  might  be  given  for  his  manifestation  to  Israel. 

4.  The  text  proves  it  was  not  literal,  water  baptism.  Let 
us  see  what  Paul  is  discoursing  about,  Rom.  vi.  2  :  "  How 
shall  we  that  are" — notice  the  ^€n56,  present — ^^  dead  to  sin 
live  any  longer  herein.  Know  ye  not,  that  so  many  of  us  as 
were  [or  are]  baptized  [into  what  how,  water  ?  Is  it  that  ? 
Notice  carefully,]  into  jesus  christ,  were  [are]  baptized 
INTO  HIS  DEATH."  Hcrc  they  are  not  baptized  into  water  at 
all.  Water  is  no  where  named.  It  is  not  a  physical  act — 
physical  baptism.  It  is  purely,  entirely  a  spiritual  work,  as  it 
is,  2  Cor.  iv.  9, 10 — same  thing  exactly — baptized  into  death — 
same  here  as  1  Cor.  xii.  13 :  *'  By  one  Spirit  are  we  all  bap- 
tized into  one  body,"  been  all  made  to  "  drink  into  one  Spirit," 
participate  in  it,  receive  it,  be  baptized  with  it. 

Now,  V.  4,  the  "  buried  "  is  the  effect  of  the  baptism,  not  the 
ddj  not  the  mode,  but  the  effect  of  the  previous  baptism  of  the 
Spirit — its  effect  is  to  be  "  buried  " — "therefore — a  conchmon 
drawn  here — we  are  buried  throiigh  the  [dia  tou — the  definite 
article]  baptism  [of  the  Spirit]  into  death,"  not  waier^  but 
death  to  sin.    Hence,  there  is  no  water  baptism  alluded  to  here. 
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The  same  thing  occurs  2  Cor.  iv.  9,  10;  **  Always  bearing 
aboat  in  the  body  the  dying  of  the  Lord.  Therefore  we  who 
live,  are  always  deliyersi>  [buried]  eU  into  death  for  Jesus' 
sake/' 

5.  The  word  bury,  used  in  the  Greek,  aj^lies  to  any  dis- 
posal of  the  dead;  where  they  were  embalmed,  or  burnt  on 
piles  of  wood,  laid  upon  scafiblds,  to  waste  away,  or  interred, 
or  put  away  in  caves.  There  is  no  mode  involved  in  the  word. 
Yet,  our  opponents  get  a^ll  their  capital  out  of  it 

6.  This  baptism  was  proof  of  death  to  siu— crucifixion  with 
Christ  No  church  holds  water  baptism  to  be  such.  Hence, 
we  are  forced  to  admit  it  cannot  be  water  baptism. 

The  meaning  immerse,  then,  cannot  be  inferred  from  the 
nature  or  design  of  the  rite,  but  just  the  reverse.  And  its 
desiji^n  or  symbolism  could  not  have  anything  to  do  with  the 
primary  meaning.  Immerse  is  to  mnh — not  to  rise.  That  cah- 
NOT  be  the  design  or  symbolism  of  baptism.  Nay,  the  fewest 
lexicons  in  the  world,  and  the  inferior  ones,  give  bury  as  a 
meaning  of  baptidzo;  and  they  not  from  any  law  of  language, 
but  from  a  preconceived  opinion  as  to  Rom.  vi.  4.  But  they 
all  give  it  as  a  rare,  metaphorical^  never  as  a  Uteraly  meaning  of 
baptidzo.  But  \h^  prinfary  is  the  meaning  we  are  now  search* 
ing  for. 

I  showed  that  dip  is  no  meaning  at  all — ^immerse  a  rare, 
and  late,  Iron  Age  meaning.  That  it  never  meant  immerse 
till  156  years  B.  C,  and  rarely  so  then.  That  Baptists  ren- 
dered it  immerse  only  ten  times  out  of  sixty-three  consecu- 
tive occurrences ;  dip,  only  eighteen  times,  out  of  four  hundred 
and  fifty-seven  (457)  counts ! ! 

He  thinks  we  must  render  baptidzo  by  a  word  of  action  in 
the  New  Testament  Now,  A.  Campbell  gives  it  twenty  ren- 
derings, Conant,  fourteen.  When  we  render  it  ^'baptize 
ii7i'/A  water,"  we  have  all  the  old  Latin  versions  with  us, 
and  all  ancient  versions,  like  the  Coptic,  that  were  near 
enough  of  kin  to  the  Greek  to  make  a  transfer  of  the  word. 
Thus,  IN  every  case  from  the  days  of  Christ  till  tbx  six- 
teenth and  seventeenth  centuries,  all  versions  that  could  do 
it,  transferrctl  //•/  f*</:   jiwt  a-^  we  do.     Why  ?     No  other  word 
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CAN  just  represent  it  To  sprinkle,  to  pour,  to  dip,  to  im- 
merse, is  not  necessarily  Christian  baptism.  I  can  dip  a 
pen,  immerse  a  dog,  a  rock,  a  cat,  sprinkle  a  floor — are  those 
baptisms  in  the  New  Testament  sense  ?  Hence,  no  word  of 
mere  oe^/t  can  represent  the  baptidzo  of  the  New  Testament. 
While  I  hold  an  object  under  the  water  it  isimmersedj  is  it  not? 
I  put  a  man  under  the  water  —  hold  him  there — he  is 
immersed.  Is  he  yet  baptized?  No;  he  is  immersed,  he  is 
not  baptized.  I  take  him  out;  is  he  immersed,  ijow?  No. 
Is  he  baptized?  You  say  he  is.  Well,  he  is  baptized,  then, 
but  not  immersed.  Immersion,  then,  is  not  baptism — not  its 
equivalent     You  see  it,  feel  it,  why  not  act  on  it,  then  ? 

I  have  now  shown  that  the  primary  metLmngo{  baptidzo  is  to 
sprinkle.  By  my  brother's  logic  and  rules  from  Ernesti, 
Home,  Stuart,  etc.,  this  was  the  mode  and  only  mode  when 
Matthew,  Mark,  Luke,  John,  Peter,  the  Harbinger  said :  "  I 
indeed  baptize  with  water — ^he  shall  baptize  you  with  the 
Holy  Spirit  and  with  fire." 

More  than  fifty  words,  all  primarily  meaning  to  sprinkle,  or 
to  moisten,  wet,  bedew,  where  it  is  by  afiusion  of  liquids, 
come  to  mean  all  that  baptidzo  and  bapto  do,  more  or  less.  It 
is  THE  LAW  of  all  languages.  Words  never  begin  with  dip  or 
immerse,  and  come  to  mean  what  all  admit  bapto  and  baptidzo 
do.  Hence,  infallibly  certain  it  is  that  we  are  correct  here. 
Years  ago,  we  saw  that  the  Baptist  law  of  language  involved 
infinite  absurdities,  impossibilities;  had  no  foundation  in  fact, 
in  history,  in  the  laws  of  language,  but  just  the  reverse-^id 
antagonize  them  all  in  every  particular,  as  we  have  already 
shown. 

Acts  xi.  15,  16  compared  with  x.  44,  45,  we  learn  that  the 
Spirit  was  "  poured  out  on  the  Gentiles,"  "  fell  on  them." 
This  calls  to  Peter's  mind  the  promise  of  baptism.  Now,  as  yet, 
baptism  had  not  been  named.  But  when  the  Spirit  was 
POURED  out  on  them,  it  promptly  calls  to  Peter's  mind  the 
promise  of  baptism^  Acts  i.  5,  Matt.  iii.  11,  Mark  i.  8,  Luke 
iii.  16.  "  Then  remembered  I  the  word  of  the  Lord,  how 
that  HE  said,  John  indeed  baptized  with  water^  but  ye  shall  be 
baptized  with  the  Holy  Spirit.''    The  mode  is  named,  pour.    It  is 
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called  baptizing  with  the  Spirit,  in  contrast  with  baptizing  with 
I  water.     Why  is  such  language  used  ?    "I  will  pour  water  on 

]  him  that  is  thirsty.    .  .  I  will  pour  my  Spirit  upon  thy  seed/* 

:  etc.,  Is.  xliv.  3.     Here  the  habit  of  pouring  water  in  baptiz- 

;  ing  is  made  the  growid  of  using  the  same  word  as  to  the  Spirit. 

!  As  the  water  outwardly  purifies  physical  things,  symbolizes 

cleansing,  and  so  most  fitly  represents  the  cleansing  Spirit 
'  operating  on  us,  as  also  oil,  always  poured  on  the  head,  or 

sprinkled  Qn  the  person  also  represented  the  anointing  of  the 

Spirit.     It  is  never  represented  by  dipping. 

In  Hebrews  ix.  10,  we  read  of  "  divers  baptisms,"  as  the 
Greek  has  it,  "immersions,"  in  the  Baptist  Union  Bible,  A. 
Campbell,  etc.  2fow,  these  baptisms  were  of  the  tabernacle 
service,  v.  9.  They  were  diverse  in  kind ;  not  baptisms  on  dif- 
ferent occasions,  ynany  baptisms,  poUois  baptismoisj  but  diaphor- 
oiSy  difteront  in  kind.  It  implies  that  there  are  differences  in 
tliese  baptisms ;  they  were  different  in  sort,  in  kind,  in  the  ele- 
ments. See  the  use  of  diaphoros,  Deut.  xxii.  9,  Dan.  vii.  19, 
Itoin.  xii.  6,  difterent  kinds  of  seed,  a  beast  "diverse  from  all 
t>ther$  ;"  git'ts  "  diverse,"  one  of  one  kind,  another  of  another 
kind.  In  verses  13,  19,  21.  Paul  tells  us  in  wliai  this  diversity 
consists :  People,  the  book,  vessels  of  the  ministry,  and  the 
tid)ernaelc;  four  diverse  objects  baptized  with  "  blood  of  bulls 
and  of  goats,"  and  the  water  of  separation,  in  which  were 
ashes  of  a  red  heifer,  "  sprinkling  the  unclean,"  and  with 
"  blood  of  calves."  Here  is  a  diversity  of  elements  used,  with 
which  to  baptize  them.  This  could  not  be  said  of  immersions 
in  water  by  people.  There  would  be  no  diversity  in  those 
processes  to  be  marked  by  diaphoros,  not  different  in  kind,  in 
elements.  But  he  has  no  reply  till  to-morrow,  we  shall  hear 
what  he  has  to  say  then,  and  it  is  fair  to  wait  always  and  hear 
both  sides. 

!  But  Dr.  Graves  thinks  you  cannot  baptize  a  person  if6ap- 

tidzo  means  to  sprinkle,  to  pour.     We  have  seen  enough  to 

,  know  how  to  value  that.     lie  argues  that   if  baptize  be  to 

sprinkle,  pour,  dip,  you  have  to  use  all  those  processes  before 

:  you  are  baptized.     Does  he   mean   that  for   the   intelligent 

people,  or  for  the  simple  ones?     Why  all  books  are  full  of 
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words  used  in  different  senses,  else  language  would  be  end- 
less, which  use,  custom  establishes  and  the  context  settles  and 
makes  easy  of  comprehension.  Conant  gives  baptidzo  four- 
teen renderings,  A.  Campbell,  twenty.  Now,  by  Dr.  G.'s  rule, 
you  have  to  make  a  man  drunk,  whelm  him  with  debts,  sink 
him,  drown  him,  wash  him,  overwhelm  him  with  wine,  im- 
bathe  him,  etc.,  before  he  is  baptized !  What  miserable  re- 
sorts are  these  ?  yet  they  are  the  main  staple  of  immersionists 
before  the  masses  !  It  is  a  shame  to  resort  to  such  things.  A 
generic  word  may  have  many  species.  We  travel  (generic). 
How?  We  may  walk  a-foot,  go  on  horse,  wagon,  buggy, 
stage,  steamer,  car,  etc.  Ride  on  horse,  mule,  car,  etc.  The 
word  purify  {kathairOj  katharidzo)  explains  this.  You  may 
purify  by  burning,  in  fire,  by  a  blow-pipe  with  fire,  by  sprink- 
ling blood,  water,  washing  with  water,  etc.  You  may  cleanse 
an  object  by  washing,  pouring  water  on  it,  by  pouring  or  dip- 
ping in  water,  then  rubbing,  by  scraping,  etc.  So  you 
sprinkle  water  on  one,  he  is  baptized.  Pour  it  on  him,  he  is 
baptized.  You  dip  one  in  it,  he  is  baptized.  So  in  classic 
Greek,  you  give  one  wine,  he  is  baptized.  .To  another  you  put 
questions,  he  is  baptized.  You  now  pour  abuse  on  him,  he  is 
baptized  again.  You  burden  one  with  taxes,  he  is  baptized. 
Calamities  fall  upon  him,  he  is  baptized  again.  You  asperse 
him,  he  is  baptized  again^-classically,  each  time,  but  not  Scrip- 
turally. — [Time  cmt] 
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DR.  GRAVES'  FOURTH  SPEECH. 

Mr.  President: — I  return  to  my  unfinished  argument 
before  I  reply  to  the  objections  of  my  opponent 

I  was  showing  that  Jesus  clearly  indicated  the  character  of 

his  own  and  John's  baptism.     Christ  came  to  John  for  baptism. 

"  But  John  forbade  him,  saying,  I  have  need  to  be  baptixed  of  thee,  and 
comcst  thou  to  me  ?  And  Jesus  answering  said  unto  him,  sufltr  Utobe 
80  now ;  for  thus  it  becometh  us  to  fulfil  all  righteousness.  Then  he  suf- 
fered him." 

I  said  tliat  in  his  baptism,  Jesus  fulfilled,  symbolically,  the 
three  great  acts  by  which  he  wrought  out  that  perfect  righteous- 
ness demanded  by  infinite  justice.  It  was  by  his  death,  his 
burial  and  his  resurrection  that  he  wrought  out  our  redemp- 
tion. This  was  the  great  process  by  which  the  Redeemer 
rescued  the  guilty  from  the  penalty  of  the  law  they  had  dis- 
honored. It  was  thus  he  satisfied  the  demands  of  infinite 
justice  and  set  the  prisoners  at  large.  If  this  was  not  the 
"all  righteousness"  which  he  performed,  I  would  ask  my 
opponent  what  it  was?  But  the  Savior  explains  beyond  u 
question  the  act  he  received  at  the  hands  of  his  Harbinger,  in 
Luke  xii :  50 : 

"'  But  I  have  a  l>aptism  to  be  baptized  with;  and  how  am  I  stral^tened 
tiU  it  be  accomplLshed." 

He  compares  the  overwhelming  sufibrings  he  was  about  to 
undergo,  and  for  a  season  sink  under,  and  afterwards  to  emerge 
from,  to  the  baptismal  act  John  administered  to  him. 

Let  the  Christian  mind  decide  whether  those  sufferings 
were  slight  and  trivial.  Was  he  but  slightly  touched  with 
them;  were  they  but  sparsely  sprinkled  or  lightly  poured  upon 
Him,  as  Dr.  Ditzler  applies  water  to  his  subjects,  or  was  He 
not  for  a  season  overwhelmed  in  them — plunged — in  the 
language  of  his  prophet — into  the  deep  waters  of  inconceiv- 
able calamity,  grief  and  anguish? 

We  see  that  he  here  compares  the  sufferings  that  he  was  to 
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undergo  to  a  bcqdism  such  as  that  he  had  to  receive  from  the 
hands  of  Johu.  And  does  not  the  figure  exactly  correspond 
with  the  fiujts  it  symbolizes  ?  Was  not  the  Savior  overwhelmed 
with  grief  and  sorrow  and  suffering  ?  The  sprinkling  a  few 
drops  of  water  on  the  face  would  certainly  be  a  very  senseless 
proceeding,  regarded  as  a  method  of  shadowing  forth  the 
Redeemer's  overwhelming  sufferings.  It  would  be  to  say  that 
Christ  was  not  overwhelmed  with  sorrow  and  suffering.  It 
would  intimate  that  they  were  very  slight.  But  his  own  dec- 
laration, ^  I  have  a  baptism  to  be  baptized  with,"  is  tantamount 
to  a  declaration  that  the  baptism  he  received  at  the  hands  of 
John  was  by  immersion.  His  allusion  was  obviously  to  that 
overwhelming  suffering  he  was  about  to  undergo. 

But  beyond  cavil  or  reasonable  objection,  the  Apostle  Paul 
tells  us  clearly  and  specifically : 

''  Therefore  we  are  buried  with  him  bjf  baptism  into  death :  that  like  as 
Christ  was  raised  up  firom  the  dead  by  the  glory  of  the  Father,  even  so  we 
should  walk  in  newness  of  life.  For  if  we  have  been  planted  together  in 
the  likeness  of  his  decUhy  we  shall  be  also  in  the  likeness  of  his  resurrec- 
tion."— Rom.  vi,  4-5. 

Paul  here  refers  to  the  baptism  that  Christ  himself  received 
at  the  hands  of  his  Harbinger.  Those  who  have  received  a 
like  baptism  are  admonished  that  they  should  henceforth  walk 
in  newness  of  life.  Their  new  and  spiritual  life  should  pre- 
sent the  same  contrast  to  their  old  natural  and  carnal  life  that 
the  life  of  Christ,  when  raised  from  the  dead  by  the  glory  of 
the  Father,  does  to  his  earthly  and  temporal  life.  Paul  has 
the  same  thought  and  uses  similar  language  in  his  epistle  to 
the  Colo&sians : 

**  Buried  with  him  in  baptism,  wherein  also  ye  are  risen  with  him 
through  the  faith  of  the  operation  of  God,  who  hath  raised  him  from  the 
dead."— Col.  ii,  12. 

The  Colossians  and  their  brethren  at  Rome  are  thus  seen  to 
have  participated  with  Christ  in  his  baptism.  A  common 
figure  is  thus  seen  to  have  symbolized  the  death  and  humili- 
ation of  Christ  and  the  spiritual  attitude  in  which  his  disciples 
were  placed  in  virtue  of  this  great  transaction.  As  Christ 
died, so  they  had  died  to  sin;  as  Christ  is  risen  from  the  dead, 
so  they  too  henceforth  walk  in  newness  of  life.     And  all  these 
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several  facts,  whether  relating  to  Christ  or  his  disciples,  are 
strikingly  set  forth  hy  baptism.  But  this,  of  course,  is  said 
on  the  assumption  that  the  baptism  of  a  believer  is  an  immers- 
ion— a  burial.  And  this  Paul  distinctlv  declares  it  to  be — ^**  we 
were  buried  with  him  by  baptism"  That  these  passages  refer  to 
Christian  baptism,  all  commentators  teach.  Thus  without 
the  assistance  of  the  lexicons,  or  without  troubling  ourselves 
even  about  the  vsus  hquendiy  we  have  found  the  meaning  of 
Christian  baptism.  We  are  clearly  instructed  that  Christ  was 
buried  in  his  baptism.  And  then  John  the  Baptist  and  the 
apostles  buried  their  disciples  in  baptism.  And  thus  we  have 
the  inspired  definition  of  baptism  without  going  to  heathen 
authors  or  to  any  human  authority  whatever. 

Baptism — To  bury^  to  planty  i.  €.,  cover  over  out  of  sight 
These  inspired  meanings  a  thousand  times  outweigh  all  the 
authorities  he  can  muster  in  forty  languages. 

Now  notice,  the  Holy  Spirit  says  that  Christian  baptism  is 
di  planting  in  the  likeness  of  death.  But,  sir,  there  is  only  one 
likeness  of  death  in  the  universe.  My  friend  here  can  get 
a  thousand  dollars  if  he  will  design  two  likenesses  of  death.  A 
gentleman  of  means,  some  years  ago,  oflfered  a  reward  of  ten 
thousand  dollars  in  gold  to  any  artist  who  would  paint  two 
likenesses  of  death.  Could  you  paint  them?  It  is  not  the 
couched  form,  pale  of  cheek,  the  glazed  eye,  and  the  death- 
rattle;  it  is  not  the  darkened  chamber,  the  soft  tread  and 
stifled  whispers,  however  closely  associated  with  the  idea 
these  may  be.  Why  many  a  one  has  revived  with  all  these 
sombre  tokens  around  him  to  attest  his  dying.  Nor  is  it  the 
dark-plumed  hearse  drawn  by  raven  steeds,  bearing  the  sup- 
posed corpse  to  the  grave — for  even  from  the  coffin  and  the 
shroud  and  hearse,  has  the  supposed  corpse  come  forth. 
There  is  a  case  pending  in  one  of  the  courts  of  New  Orleans, 
where  an  undertaker  has  sued  a  man  for  his  funeral  expenses, 
and  the  man  declares  he  was  never  dead  nor  buried.  While 
life  was  suspended,  he  was  coffined  and  hearsed,  and  while  on 
the  way  to  the  cemetery,  he  revived  and  beat  upon  his  coffin's 
lid,  arrested  the  attention  of  the  driver,  and  was  taken  to  his 
home;  but  the  sexton  demands  the  pay  for  his  services;    But 
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when  we  have  seen  the  lifeless  form  lowered  down  into  the 

grave  to  rest  silently  in  the  tomb — this  is  death.     This  alone  is 

that  which  adequately  conveys  an  idea  of  death.    Sprinkling 
a  handful  of  sand  or  dust  on  the  face,  is  not  burying  a  man. 

Standing  up  a  tree  and  sprinkling  a  spoonful  of  sand  upon 

it,  is  not  planting  it. 

That  these  passages  refer  to  water  baptism,  the  candid 
Christian  scholarship  of  all  denominations  frankly  admits  and 
teaches.  It  is  a  matter  of  equal  surprise  and  regret  that  there 
are  some  controversialists  who  will  presume,  in  the  face  of 
Qod*s  Word  and  the  united  testimony  of  eighteen  centuries,  to 
deny  that  these  passages  refer  to  water  baptism.  If  we  have 
been  buried  loith  Christ  in  baptism,  then  was  Christ  buried  by 
John.  There  is  no  possibility  of  escaping  this  conclusion,  and 
the  Christian  mind  don't  want  to  escape  so  palpable  and  so  satis- 
factory an  explanation.  "If  I  suffer  with  you,  you  must 
suffer."    "  If  I  die  with  you,  you  must  die,"  etc. 

Another  argument  added,  would  seem  a  work  of  superero- 
gation, but  there  is  another,  viz: 

The  primary  meaning  of  BaptidzOy  as  used  by  all  Greek  authors^ 
and  admitted  by  aU  standard  Ghreek  Lexicons,  is  to  immerse,  and  it 
has  no  meaning  different  from  or  opposed  to  this. 

Thus  I  have  proved  that  John  did  immerse,  and  immerse 
ONLY,  from  the  terms  " en"  " eis"  and  " baptidzo"  as  used  by 
the  Holy  Spirit  in  recording  the  language  of  John,  and  the 
baptism  of  Christ. 

Replioation. 
I  do  not  intend  to  be  turned  aside  from  the  way  I  have  laid 
out  for  myself.  It  is  my  duty  to  lead  on  this  subject — ^Elder 
Ditzler's  to  follow,  not  to  anticipate  me  by  three  or  four  days. 
With  reference  to  Rom.  vi,  4,  my  opponent  maintains  that 
the  baptism  there  referred  to,  is  spiritual  baptism.  And  then, 
as  he  said  before,  has  reference  to  the  action  of  the  Spirit. 
But  I  should  think  that  the  august  founder  of  the  church  of 
my  opponent,  must  be  as  good  authority,  on  this  question,  at 
least  with  the  members  of  the  church  he  founded,  as  is  my 
friend  himself.  Mr.  Wesley,  if  I  remember,  says  that 
"  buried  with  him  by  baptism,"  alludes  to  the  ancient  mode  of 


78  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

baptizing  by  immersion.  Now  will  you  say  that  my  fiiend's 
opinion  is  to  be  received  in  preference  to  that  of  John  Wesley 
himself,  the  father  and  founder  of  my  opponent's  church? 

Now,  my  friend  admits  that  en  means  tn,  and  if  so,  then  it 
must  be  translated  tn,  unless  the  context  absolutely  requires 
that  we  take  some  other  mesimng^-tohich  he  don't  claim.  While 
he  admits  that  en^  primarily  means  tn,  will  he  presume  to  deny 
that  ew  means  into,  where  it  is  followed  by  the  accusative 
which  it  naturally  governs?  Will  he  do  it?  Sprinkling,  too, 
and  not  immersion,  he  claims  is  the  primary  meaning  of  bap- 
tidzo.  How  does  he  prove  it?  Not  by  his  lexicons,  but  by  a 
process  of  ratiocination  peculiarly  his  own.  I  suppose  every 
opinion,  however  in  conflict  with  reason  and  common  sense 
it  may  be,  is  sure  to  find  some  wild  critic  to  champion  it,  and 
it  seems  that  every  civilized  land  must  be  inflicted  with  a  crazy 
critic,  and  I  am  afraid  that  my  friend  Ditzler  is  getting  a  little 
dazed  to  emulate  the  eccentricity  of  the  Scotch  doctor.  Ger- 
many once  had  such  a  man,  and  his  name  was  Furst.  He  was 
known  as  the  "wild"  or  "crazy'*  critic,  and  the  strange 
principles  of  philology  you  have  heard  from  my  opponent 
were  conceived  in  Furst's  brain— that  the  primary  meaning  of 
a  term  is  the  first  meaning  ever  given  to  it— -or,  as  Elder 
Ditzler  calls  it,  the  historical  primary !  But  what  have  we  to 
do  with  the  probable  first  meaning  of  the  term  baptidzo.  We 
want  the  meaning  that  was  current  and  literal,  when  Christ  used 
it.  It  seems  that  every  country  has  had,  or  has  its  "crazy** 
critic.  Scotland,  a  few  years  ago,  had  one  in  the  person  of  Mr. 
Ewing  (Presbyterian).  He  felt  it  incumbent  upon  him  to 
serve  his  church  by  ridding  baptidzo  of  the  idea  of  immersion. 
He  affirmed  that  there  was  a  relation  between  "6apto"  and  the 
English  word  ^^pop.^^  By  the  aid  of  his  philological  chem* 
istry  the  b  of  bapto  was  converted  into  jp,  and  a  into  o,  while 
at  the  same  time  the  to  became  sublimated ;  thus  leaving  in 
his  critical  retort,  after  the  labored  process  was  over,  the  word 
pop — and  so  poptizo  to  pop— is  the  sense  of  the  term !  To 
such  fanciful  and  puerile  results  does  the  mimetic  theory  of 
language  conduct.  America  has  its  "crazy"  hobby-rider  in 
the  person  of  Dr.  Dale,  who  can  demonstrate  that  the  real 
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meaning  of  6ap^i(220  invariably  indicates  tn^  position  (to  place 
within),  and  yet  by  his  philological  chemistry,  it  means  only 
to  sprinkle  a  few  drops  of  water  upon  the  subject!  My  oppo- 
nent, I  hear,  has  recently  smashed  the  pretty  hobby-horse  of 
his  Bro.  Dale,  ambitious  to  have  the  whole  field  to  himself 
and  his  newly  constructed  philological  pony.  I  affectionately 
warn  him  of  their  untimely  end.  He  should  cultivate  in  him- 
self a  higher  ambition  than  to 

''Shine  to  delude,  and  to  dazzle,  then  expire." 
I  am  really  afraid  that  my  friend  has  the  ambition  of 
becoming  the  crazy  man  of  the  Methodist  Episcopal  body  of 
America.  Now  touching  his  queer  etymological  fancies,  I 
am  told  that  his  people  are  wonderfully  taken  with  them.  He 
claims  that  the  primary  meaning  of  a  term  is  the  first  signifi^sa- 
tion  historicaUy  attaching  to  it !  Who  ever  thought  of  such  a 
thing  before?  Why  grant,  in  the  case  of  baptidzo,  that  three 
thousand  years  ago  it  did  mean  sprinkle,  is  there  any  such 
significancy  in  that  fact  as  can  claim  to  modify  or  change  the 
meaning  of  a  document  written  two  thousand  years  ago,  in 
which  the  same  word  occurs  after  having  undergone  a  change 
of  signification  quite  diverse  from  its  original  import?  Cer- 
tainly no  jurist  would  admit  such  a  change  in  the  case  of  a 
legal  document.  Now,  what  was  the  meaning  of  our  English 
word  prevent^  say  three  centuries  back?  Why  it  had  precisely 
that  meaning  which  its  etymology  would  seem  literally  to 
convey — to  go  before — from  the  Latin  prey  before,  and  venioj 
to  come.  I  will  give  brief  examples  from  the  Old  and  New 
Testaments^  of  their  use  of  the  term  in  this  sense,  as  this  will 
serve  to  make  more  palpable  the  point  I  am  insisting  on : 

"  I  prevented  the  dawning  of  the  morning  and  cried  [unto  thee] :  Mine 
eyes  prev^mt  the  night  watches,  that  I  might  meditate  in  thy  word." — 
Psalm   cxix,  147^. 

"  They  that  received  tribute  money  came  to  Peter  and  said  :  Both  not 
your  master  pay  tribute?  He  said,  yes.  And  when  he  was  come  into 
the  house,  Jesus  prevented  him,  saying:  What  thinkest  thou,  Simon?  of 
whom  do  the  kings  of  the  ^Lrth  take  custom  or  tribute?''  etc.— Matthew 
xvii,  24-25. 

"We  who  are  alive  and  remain,  shall  not  prevent  them  who  are 
asleep."—!  Thes.  iv,  16. 

The  Psalmist  simply  means  that  he  awoke  and  prayed  to 
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God  before  the  dawD,  and  not  that  he  kept  the  dawn  from 
coming;  and  the  same  with  regard  to  the  "night  watches;"  be 
anticipated  them,  and  would  not  wait  for  them  before  reading 
and  meditating  on  God's  word.  In  like  manner,  Chriat  con- 
sideratelj  anticipated  Simon,  so  as  to  relieve  him  of  that 
embarrasBment  which  he  knew  his  relactance  to  introduce  the 
sutiject  of  tlifi  tribute  would  produce,  seeing  that  he  knew  hie 
Muster  had  no  money  on  hand  with  which  to  pay  it.  And 
Paul  taught  that  the  living  would  not  go  before  the  dead,  in 
tlie  first  resarrection.  Now  just  think  of  a  jurist  who  shoald 
assnme  to  deal  with  one  of  our  statutes  in  this  taahioD  and 
deny  that  anything  was  forbidden  or  interdicted  by  this  word 
prevent,  and  then  proceed  to  niuke  good  his  position  by  showing 
that  according  to  its  "primar}'"  meaning,  the  word  had  do 
such  force !  Would  not  the  court  rule  him  a  miserable  trifler 
and  commit  him  for  contempt?  If  it  would  maintain  its  own 
dignity  and  the  integrity  of  the  law,  it  certainly  ought  Once 
admit  such  a  principle  of  interpreting  language  as  this,  and 
science  and  jurisprudence  must  forthwith  become  subverted, 
and  confusion  worse  confounded,  play  havoc  everywhere. 

Well,!  say  then,  I  have  to  do  with  baptidzo  as  it  was  used  by 
Christ  and  the  inspired  writers  of  the  New  Testament;  and  I 
unlicMtatingly  affirm,  that  when  they  used  it,  its  primary — 
that  U,  its  common  and  prevaiUng  meaning — was  to  immerae 
or  dip.  But  be  has  seen  fit  to  anticipate  me  by  two  or  three 
dayn,  and  I  am  afraid  you  will  find  him  as  fer  in  the  rear 
when  I  reach  his  present  positions. 

We  have  to  do  with  bapfidzo  aa  it  was  used  by  Christ  and  his 
apostles,  "We  claim  that  the  only  point  to  be  determined  in 
rcgaixl  to  it  is,  its  commonly  accepted  meaning  in  their  lime.  Now 
ho  admits  that  in  the  time  of  Polybius,  two  hundred  and  fifh' 
years  before  the  Christian  era,  and  in  the  time  of  Josepbus, 
eiglity  years  after  it,  its  meaning  was  immerse.  That  is  all  we 
want.  He  concedes  that  Polybius  and  Josephnsboth  use  it  in 
the  senile  of  inimcrfe.  I  say  then,  granting  his  unanbstantial 
titncy  about  its  meaning,  it  makes  nothing  in  favor  of  bie 
theory  of  aspersion,  and  in  no  degree  militates  against  mine. 
[ndoo<l.  $0  fnr  as  it  atfects  the  question   in  debate,  it  concedes 
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everything.  For  it*  it  had  the  meaniug  of  immerse  when  the 
New  Testament  was  written,  it  must  have  been  employed  in 
that  sense  by  tlie  inspired  penmen  themselves,  and,  of  course, 
still  retains  that  sense  in  our  Bibles. 

I  may  be  expected  to  notice  his  views  in  regard  to  Bethabara, 

away  beyond  Jordan.     I  should  be   pleased  to  know  what 

interpretation  he  puts  upon  the  narrative  of  the  Evangelist, 

when  he  tells  us  that 

'^  These  things  were  <l<>De  in  Bethabara,  beyoml  Jordan,  where  John 
was  baptizing.'' 

If  it  was  a  thousand  miles,  "  more  or  less,"  as*  the  lawyers 
say,  beyond  Jordan,  how  does  this  comport  witH  the  fact  that 
John  was  baptizing  at  the  Jordan?  I  ask  him  to  deny  that 
Bethabarawasacommon,  well-known  ford  of  the  Jordan.  Why 
he  has  a  brother  in  Texas,  one  of  the  lights  of  Methodism  in 
that  State,  who  has  discovered  that  the  river  Jordan,  where 
John  baptized,  was  no  river  at  all,  but  a  totm  in  the  south  of 
Judea,  bordering  on  the  wilderness !  .  Now  positions  so  ground- 
less and  untenable  as  these,  would  certainly  not  be  resorted 
to,  except  to  give  plausibility  to  an  unscriptural  rite.  That  it 
should  stand  in  need  of  them,  is  the  best  proof  that  it  has  no 
more  substantial  ground  to  rest  upon. — [TY/w^  ouL"] 

6 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  FOURTH  REPLY. 

Gentlemen  Moderators  : — I  must  confess  that  the  Doctor 
takes  us  by  surprise.  I  never  expected  to  live  to  see  the  day 
\vl)en  a  Baptist  would  dry  up  Jordan.  It  is  news  indeed,  to 
learn  that  Jordan  ran  so  low,  in  the  lower  Jordan,  as  to  be  too 
shallow  for  an  immersion  of  the  human  body. 

But  l)e  falls  back  on  Bethabara  as  the  place  that  John  (x, 
40-42)  says  was  "away  beyond  Jordan,"  into  which  Christ 
went,  where  lie  abode,  and  at  which  place  people  met  and 
"  believed  on  him  there."  Bethabara  the  house  of  the  ford.  Un- 
fortunately for  theposition,hisown  BaptistBible,Alex. Camp- 
bell, Anderson,  Wilson — allimmersionists;  all  ancientBiblee — 
Greek,  Syriac,  Latin  and  Ethiopic,  have  it  Bethany.  Origen 
ji-  could  not  find  Bethany  near  enough  Jordan  to  suit  him,  and 

erased  it  from  the  text,  and  substituted  Bethabara^  because  he 
could  find  it  on  Jordan.  We  do  not  recognize  Origen's  right 
to  change  our  Bibles.  Xo  ancient  copy  reads  Bethabara — aU 
read  Bethany.  At  first,  then,  before  multitudes  came,  John 
baptized  "away  beyond  the  Jordan."  Later,  when  crowds 
came,  much  water  was  needed  for  all  purposes  to  which  it  is 
appropriated  by  people,  and  the  Bible  required  ^^hinrunff 
water,"  and  hence  John  went  to  Jordan.  The  great  crowds 
abating,  the  fine  springs  or  fountains  of  SInon,  in  high,  healthy 
regions  furnished  enough  water  now  for  all  purposes  whatever 
We  will  recur  to  this  in  due  time  and  sustain  our  reasons  for 
John's  places  of  baptism  by  Scripture.  Dr.  Qraves,  see- 
ing the  desperate  situation  of  his  cause,  resorts  to  the  very 
doubtful  expediency  of  fiercely  assailing  and  trying  to  belittle 
the  highest  authority  in  the  world.  Furst  is  crazy — Ewing  is 
wihl.  Ewing  does  not  define  baptulzohy  the  silly  definition  of 
pop,  in  his  lexicon  at  all,  but  in  a  separate  work  he  proposes 
that,  on  the  same  score,  that  immersionists  do  essentially,  as 
to  its  root.  It  is  absurd,  of  course,  and  has  no  part  in  onr 
debate.     As  for  the  ijreat  Jewish   immersionist,  Rabbi  Furst, 
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he  has  produced  the  best  Hebrew  lexicon,  the  best  Hebrew 
concordance  and  lexicon,  that  ever  have  been  given  to  the 
world.  As  a  Rabbi,  he  was  an  immersionist  —  for  Jews 
immerse  all  Gentiles  now,  just  as  Rabbi  Wise  is  an  immers* 
ionist  As  to  the  report  that  he  is  "a  crazy  critic,"  that  is  all 
in  Dr.  Graves^  imagination.  I  keep  about  as  well  posted  as 
most  men  on  German  critics,  and  never  have  1  heard  or  read 
of  such  a  thing.  We  demand  the  papers  for  it.  Immersion- 
ists  may  regard  him  as  wild  and  crazy,  just  as  such  people  did 
Franklin,  Morse,  Fulton,  Copernicus,  Newton,  Jenner.  The 
first  cases  of  vaccination  started  the  Dr.  Graves  class  of  people 
into  a  dreadful  frenzy.  To  use  vaccine  matter  would  make 
men  animals.  Nay,  it  was  reported  some  already  chewed  the 
cud,  and  others  felt  horns  sprouting  on  their  heads.  Had 
Dr.  G.  been  there,  they  would  have  shot  out  finely  on  his,  no 
doubt.  No,  sir,  when  such  critics  as  Kitto,  Davidson,  Smith, 
etc.,  hold  Furst  as  first  among  lexicographers  in  Hebrew,  and 
he  has  (died  recently)  the  professorship  of  Oriental  languages 
in  the  most  renowned  university  for  such  studies  on  the  globe 
— Leipsic,  such  attacks  fall  harmlessly  to  the  ground. 

Dr.  Graves  now  thinks  that  I  want  to  get  him  away  from 
the  Bible  argument!  Was  not  his  whole  morning's  speech 
about  philology,  canons  of  authority,  interpretation  and  mat- 
ters wholly  outside  the  Bible?  Did  he  not  quote  laws  from 
Ernesti,  M.  Stuart  and  Blackstone,  from  Home  and  others? 
Then  did  he  not  bring  forward  three  human  authorities,  a 
Baptist,  a  Presbyterian — Geo.  Campbell,  and  a  Lutheran-— 
Bretschneider,  I  believe?  Did  he  quote  the  Bible?  Did  he 
offer  a  Bible  argument?  Did  not  all  he  adduced  point  to  a 
philological  argument,  to  be  conducted  by  scientific  methods, 
or  philological  principles?  He  did.  Now  when  I  pursue 
exactly  the  course  laid  out  by  him,  and  it  is  perfectly  evident 
my  facts  cannot  be  met,  he  flies  precipitately  to  Jordan,  en- 
trenches himself  behind  Euon,  and  already  hides  in  "buried 
with  him  through  baptism  unto  death!"  He  told  us  of  the 
strong  words  of  Elder  Wilkes  in  the  Louisville  Debate  411, 
that  not  for  a  day  and  a  half  would  the  common  people  under- 
stand him,  yet,  at  the  end  of  Dr.  G's  hour,  how  many  could 
see  his  aim? 
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The  Doctor  thinks  that  the  "righteousness"  Christ  fulfilled 
at  his  baptism,  was  symbolic  of  his  sufferings  which  he  was 
sure  to  endure  on  the  cross;  but  Dr.  Q.  claims  that  the  bap- 
tism administered  by  John,  was  Christian  baptism.  If  so,  its 
import  is  always  the  same — has  the  same  object,  aim,  purpose 
to  whomsoever  administered.  If  in  the  case  of  Christ,  it  was 
symbolic  of  his  death  and  burial,  and  foreshadowed  his  suffer- 
ings, then  the  baptism  of  his  disciples  must  have  had  the 
same  signification.  But  no,  we  are  told  their  baptism  symbol 
ized  their  death  unto  sin.  In  this  instance,  then,  Christ's  bap- 
tism could  have  had  nothing  in  common  witti  that  of  his 
disciples.  He  never  knew  sin.  John's  baptism  was  unto 
repentance.  Did  it  betoken  that  to  Christ?  or  symbolize 
regeneration  ? 

Christian  baptism  symbolizes  regeneration — the  purification 
of  our  polluted  natures.  If  Christ's  baptism  was  to  represent 
to  U9  its  import  that  we  fulfill  all  righteousness,  it  goes  too 
far  you  see,  in  all  these  points.  In  this  and  all  other  points, 
Christ's  baptism  had  nothing  in  common  with  ours  in  import, 
in  design. 

But  Dr.  G.  restricts  the  meaning  of  what  the  Savior  did  in 
bis  baptism  to  a  foreshadowing  of  his  own  death,  burial  and 
sufferings.  But  Christ's  main  sufferings  were  on  the  cross. 
How  could  a  dip  under  clear,  pure  water,  symbolize,  from 
your  stand-point,  the  crucifixion  ?  Where  is  the  point  of 
analogy?  Up  till  then,  for  fifteen  hundred  years,  never  had 
water  baptism  symbolized  death,  burial,  crucifixion  or  any 
such  thing.  No  such  tact  can  be  adduced.  Hence  it  would 
have  utterly  failed  in  import  No  apostle  or  disciple,  or  Jew 
so  understood  it.  Christ  said  no  sign  should  be  ^ven  of  his 
resurrection  save  that  of  Jonah. 

But  he  asks:  "Could  a  little  water  sprinkled  or  poured  on 

the  head,  represent  the  sufferings  and  burial  of  Christ — his 

death?"     We  reply:  In   Matthew   xxvi,  9-12,  the  wommi) 

poured  oil  on  his  head,  and  he  said:  "In  that  she  bath  poured 

this  ointment  on  my  ftorfy, she  did  it  (pros)  in  resped,in  rrfertffm 
to  my  burial "    A   little   oil  poured  on  his   head  symbolised 

literally — "/*€  burying  of  me" — my  being  buried.    As  to  his 
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death,  a  sip  of  mne  memorializes  all  that  A  bit  of  bread 
symbolizes  the  breaking  of  his  body.  Quantity  is  not  invol- 
ved in  the  syiUboUc  element  or  a  corresponding  modal  act 
at  all. 

Dr.  G.  says  the  learning  of  the  world  is  with  him,  that 
Rom.  vi,  4,  "buried  by  baptism  into  death"  refers  to  water 
baptism.  We  answer,  Beza,  M.  Stuart,  Hodge,  to  go  no  fur- 
ther, all  hold,  in  their  commentaries,  etc.,  that  it  does  not  so 
refer.  The  context  shows  it  does  not  so  refer.  The  world 
being  divided,  we  are  left  to  examine  it  critically  and  decide 
by  the  facts  involved,  which  show  clearly  that  it  does  not  so 
refer.  Wesley,  Clarke  and  the  great  body  of  those  who  hold 
it  as  so  referring,  held  that  it  was  Jewish  Proselyte  baptism 
to  which  Paul  referred.  As  the  Jewish  writers  in  the  fourth 
and  sixth  centuries  spoke  on  it,  they  were  misled  by  their 
later  style  of  treating  it.  All  Baptists  reject  the  opinion, 
and  hold  that  it  was  not  practiced  in  or  before  apostolic 
times,  and  hence  not  referred  to  by  Paul.  In  rejecting 
the  opinion  on  which  Wesley,  Clarke,  etc.,  based  their  com- 
ment, they  destroy  this  testimony,  and  thus  it  all  falls,  and 
leaves  in  full  force  the  testimony  of  the  other  class  of  com- 
mentators with  whom  we  hold.  As  to  " planted"  with  him — 
trees,  shrubs,  etc.,  are  planted,  not  buried^  it  involves  not 
envelopment.  Seed  are  sown — sprinkled — "cast  your  seed 
corn — bread  corn — upon  the  waters." 

We  have  shown  by  an  appeal  to  all  standard  Greek  lexicons; 
by  an  appeal  to  the  ablest  immersionist  authors;  by  an  appeal 
to  the  classic  Greek  writers  themselves,  that  baptidzo  did  not 
mean  to  immerse — ^that  it  never  was  applied  to  the  act  of  im- 
mersion— till  in  Polybius,  and  subsequent  Greeks  of  the  iron 
age  of  Greek.  They  cannot  find — they  'iiever  will  find — an 
example  previous  to  that  age  in  which  it  meant  immerse.  It 
also  means  to  make  drunk,  overflow,  overwhelm,  drench,  as 
well  as  immerse ;  and  there  would  be  as  much  propriety  in 
restricting  its  New  Testament  use  to  "make  drunk"  as  its 
meaning,  as  to  fall  upon  any  other  single  classic  meaning,  if 
you  are  to  go  by  the  Doctor's  rules. 

As  to  ew,  it  primarily  implies  direction  towards.     (See  Lid- 
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dell  &  Scott,  Passow,  Kuhner,  etc.)  I  have  shown  that  eia  as 
often  means  at^  tOy  in^  untOj  for,  as  into.  Its  precise  meaning, 
tlierefore,  in  any  given  case,  must  be  determined  *by  the  con- 
text where  its  relation  to  each  word  is  indicated  bv  the  surround- 
ings  of  the  word.  To  insist,  therefore,  that  in  every  case  its 
meaning  is  into,  is  just  as  much  unscientific  as  to  claim  that 
bapiidzo  always  and  everywhere  means  to  immerse. 

"But  what  does  all  this  amount  to,*^  Dr.  G.  asks?  It  is 
well  enough  to  decry  the  character  of  an  argument  that  one 
feels  himself  unable  to  answer.  But  heretofore  their  greatest 
and  most  distinguished  authors,  such  as  Cox,  Gale.  Conant, 
Ripley.  A.  Campbell,  Wilkes,  Judd,  J.R.  Graves,  have  always 
pursued  the  philological  argument  as  their  chief  and  almost 
their  only  dependence.  Dr.  Graves  quotes  from  Judd,  from 
Michaelis,  from  Castel,  Buxtorff,  Beza;  and  all  of  them,  when 
they  are  before  their  own  people,  rely  on  the  philological  argo- 
ment  But  now,  when  we  come  to  confront  them,  they  tell  ns 
that  all  our  talk  about  philology,  is  a  matter  of  empty  parade 
and  a  vain  display !  Let  them  then  pour  the  phials  of  their 
wrath  on  their  own  Carsons,  their  Conants,  Judds  and  Graves, 
Gale,  etc.,  etc.,  for  we  know  that  all  these  distinguished 
authorities  had  relied  on  the  philological  arguments  in  defense 
of  their  distinctive  views.  But  I  am  not  dependent  upon  lan- 
guages on  this  question.  It  is  a  plain  matter  of  fact.  But 
these  ariruinents  have  been  made  by  our  opponents,  and  great 
stress  hiid  upon  them.  These  things  are  well  known,  and  we 
now  have  these  great  authorities  before  us,  and  it  certainly, 
therefore,  is  incumbent  on  us  to  quote  them,  and  to  meet  the 
bold  assertions,  so  often  made.  When  quotations  are  made 
from  Blaekstone,  and  from  Stuart,  Ernesti,  etc.,  as  to  the 
principles  on  which  language  is  to  be  interpreted,  we  suppose 
it  means  something.  But  it  is  not  that  they  are  opposed  to 
philology;  for  so  long  as  they  see  a  chance  of  pressing  it  into 
their  own  service,  they  are  great  on  philology,  and  only  dis- 
credit it  as  an  essential  element  in  this  controversy,  when  they 
see  that  it  cannot  be  made  subservient  to  their  own  sectarian 
purposes. 

It  seems  our  immersion  friends  are  now  wild  over  Rabbi 
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Furst,  the  great  Jewish  lexicographer.  But  let  us  see  if  he  is 
essentially  alone,  or  well  supported.  Tabhal  is  the  Hebrew  for 
baptize.  It  is  translated  both  bapto  and  baptidzo  in  the  Septua- 
gint  used  by  the  Apostles.  The  Targums,  Versions  by  Jews 
into  Chaldee,  translate  tabhal  by  rachats^  washj  also.  Let  us 
now  examine  the  lexicons  on  tabhal.  We  pass  by  the  little 
manuals  that  are  purely  abridgments  and  inferior^  save  one, 
Stokius.  As  he  has  been  held  up  so  confidently  by  immersion- 
ists,  we  cite  him  as  a  manual. 

1.  SchincUer,  1612  Pentaglotton  folio.  Tabhal,  to  moisten, 
dip,  immerse — thus,  to  wash,  as  the  object  is  not  to  be  cleansed, 
but  MERELY  TOUCHES  {attingat  humorem  vel  tota,  vel  ex  parte,  bap- 
t'aavit)  the  liquid,  [for  it  applies  to  any  liquid]  in  whole  or  in 
part,  to  baptize." 

2.  Stokius — moisten,  dip,  immerse,  &c.  So  it  touches  the 
liquid  in  whole  (aut  saltern  ex  parte)  or  merely  in  part." 

3.  Leigh^s  Oritica  Sacra — same  as  rest — then — ^'^but  it  merely 
touches  the  liquid  (tantum  attingat)  either  in  whole  or  in  pa<rt 
[partly],  to  baptize.". 

4.  Buxtorff's  Chaldee,  Robbins'  &c  folio,  thirty  years'  work 
in  it.  Tabhal  "moisten,  dip,  &c,"  same  as  rest  in  substance — 
and  the  object  "is  not  washed  all  over,  but  besprinkled  with 
the  water,  {ab  dqucL).  He  shows,  too,  that  in  later  days  immer- 
sion of  the  body  occurred. 

5.  Castell's  Heptaglotton,  1669.  This  great  work  cost  immense 
labor.  Really  there  are  over  three  hundred  years  of  the  labor 
of  the  greatest  scholars  and  philologists  of  that  century  of 
linguists  embraced  in  this  great  work.  Nineteen  of  tlie  great- 
est philologists  and  linguists  of  that  century  were  engaged  in 
it.  It  is  therefore  equivalent  to  19  Lexical  authorities.  Hear 
this  volume  of  imposing  authority  then,  on  tabhal,  the  equiva- 
lent of  baptidzo.  To  moisten,  dip,  immerse,  (English  dip  or 
dabble)  baptize.  It  differs  from  raohats,  because  washing  is 
for  cleansing  an  object.  But  the  dipping  merely  touches  the 
object  to  the  liquid  in  part  or  wholly — {Intinctio,  autem  rem 
humidam  contingat  tantum,  vel  ex  parte,  vel  totam,  Rab.  Dav.,  Gen. 
xxxvii,  81  verse).  Chaldee,  tebal,  same  as  Hebrew  and  Rab- 
binic.    To  wash  one's  self,cleanse  anything  in  wat^r.    But  the 
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washing  is  of  vessels  or  men.    Later  it  might  be  by  immer- 
sion of  the  whole  body,  but  not  always,  {at  nan  semper.) 

Here  now,  we  have  the  equivalent  of  23  lexicographers,  and 
Eimchi,  the  classic  Jewish  lexicographer  of  the  10th  century, 
making  24  all  defining  it  first,  to  moisten^  (lingo),  then  dipy  and 
tell  us,  all  of  them,  that  it  is  such  a  dip  as  merely  touches, 
{tango,  to  touch),  the  object  baptized,  to  or  with  the  liquid  <>r 
water,  in  part,  or  in  whole.  This  dip  is  not  what  you  want. 
It  baptizes  if  it  merely  touches  the  object  to  or  (ab  aqua)  by  the 
liquid  or  water.  Then  with  this  fact,  it  is  immerse  last,  and 
nowhere  means  immerse  in  the  Bible,  but  only  in  late  Chaldee, 
and  not  always  so  then.     Now 

6.  Furst,  the  great  Jewish  Rabbi,  Professor  of  Hebrew  in 
Leipsic,  where,  above  all  Universities  in  the  world,  Hebrew  is 
most  thoroughly  taught,  t\\Q folio  work  defines  it: 

"To  moisten,  to  wet,  to  sprinkle,  to  immerse — rigare,  tingere, 
perfundere,  immergere,'^  In  his  late  large  German,  Hebrew  and 
Chaldee  lexicon,  translated  by  the  learned  S.  Davidson,  one  of 
the  most  critical  scholars  of  England  in  this  century,  it  is 
exactly  the  same — to  moisten,  wet — baietzen  auBweriug  to  tingo 
in  his  Latin.  Sprinkle  {begiesseii  answering  to  his  Latin  perfan- 
dire),  rigere^  tingere,  therefore  to  dip,  to  immerse.  That  is  from 
tingere,  moisten  or  wet,  dip,  immerse,  are  derived  meanings,  just 
as  we  proved  by  such  a  world  of  facts.  He  then  adds :  "The 
fundamental  signification  of  the  stem  {bal)  is  to  moisten,  be- 
sprinkle." 

I  would  be  glad  now  for  the  Doctor  to  bring  up  their  favorite 
Gesenius.  I  will  show  him  how  to  support  our  position  also, 
as  he  gives  the  root  as  equivalent  to  the  Greek  deno  whence 
comes  our  dew,  bedew,  spnnkle,  and  though  it  is  all  false  phi- 
lology in  Gesenius,  yet  if  he  adopts  him,  he  is  crushed  by  him 
from  the  facts  we  will  adduce  from  Gesenius.  Hence  all  He- 
brew learning,  lexicography  and  facts  are  with  us  here,  and 
perfectly  demolish  the  Doctor.  I  want  Maimonides  of  the 
12th  century,  the  old  Jewish  Arab  introduced,  so  often  quote<l 
by  their  side.  We  are  prepared  with  it  in  the  original.  With 
these  proofs,  we  turn  to  the  Bible,  our  great  store-house  both 
of  truth  and  of  facts. 
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When  I  was  a  youth  in  school,  Dr.  Graves  was  a  skilled 
debater.  He  was  in  the  thickest  of  the  fight  when  I  was  a 
student  in  college.  He  is  presumed,  therefore,  to  be  able  to 
do  all  that  man  can  do  here  for  his  cause.  We  appeal  to  you 
all — have  we  shunned  any  point — shrank  from  any  issue  he 
has  raised  ?  Not  one.  We  have  met  every  point,  and  at  the 
same  time  amassed  such  a  weight  of  evidence  for  afiusion  as 
the  only  Scriptural  modcj  that  it  perfectly  overshadows  all  he  has 
adduced,  and  he  has  not  even  made  a  serious  attempt  to  assail 
us  anywhere.  I  came  prepared  to  begin  with  the  Bible — plain 
English  argument,  but  he  began  with  philology — I  had  to 
follow  and  did  so. 

Hebrews  ix,  10,  we  are  told  the  tabernacle  service  consisted 
in  ''meats  and  drinks,  and  (diaphorois  baptismois),  diverse  bap- 
tisms.^^  Then  the  Jewish  service  had  baptisms  different  in  kind 
— so  the  word  means,  not  poUois  in  mwiy.  The  word  denotes 
things  diflerent  in  kind — elements,  species  different,  and  is 
always  so  used  in  the  Bible.  Paul  tells  us  in  what  these  diver- 
sities consisted  in  verses  13,  19,  21.  With  water,  with  blood 
of  three  different  kinds  of  animals,  four  different  sorts  of 
elements  besprinkled  on  four  different  sorts  of  objects,  the 
people,  book,  tabernacle  and  vessels  of  the  Ministers.  Hence 
on  the  meaning  of  eis,  let  us  quote : 

2  Kings,  ii,  6 — *Tor  the  Lord  hath  sent  me  eiSj  to  Jordan.^' 

1  Kings,  ii,  8 — "Meet  me  (eis)  ai  Jordan." 

2  Khigs,  ii,  21 — "Went  (they)  forth  eiSy  unto  the  spring  of  the  waters." 
1  Kings,  xviii,  19 — "Gather  to  me  aU  Israel,  ew,  at  Carmel." 

Josh,  iil,  16 — "And  those  that  came  drew  eU,  toward  the  sea  of  the 
plahi." 

Luke  v,  4 — "Launch  the  ship  ew,  into  the  deep."  Certainly  it  went  not 
under^  hut  on  the  water ;  in  it,  not  submerged. 

Luke,  XV,  22— "Put  a  ring  eiSj  on  his  hand." 

We  have  selected  cases  where  rvater  was  involved ;  verbs  of 
motion  used,  yea,  a  number  where  (eis  ton  Jordane)  eis  stood 
connected  with  "the  Jordan"  exactly  as  in  Mark  i,  5 — "baptize 
eis  in  or  at  the  Jordan,"  the  only  time  eis  connects  baptize  with 
anything,  such  as  river,  water,  &c,  in  the  New  Testament. 
It  IS  now  demonstrated  that  eis  proves  nothing  as  to  mode  in 
Mark  i,  5 ;  Acts  v\\\,  38.  Hence  Liddell  &  Scott's  lexicon.  Dr. 
G's  favoritCj  says  of  eis^  its  "radical   signification  is  direction 
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iowardsy  motion  tOy  on  or  intoJ^    So  Passow,  Kuhner  and  Butt- 
man. 

So  much  do  cw  and  gw,  at^  upon^  to,  answer  to  each  other  in 
meaning,  that  in  different  manuscripts  and  texts  they  inter- 
change often. 

Nor  is  ek,  out  of,  any  help,  for  Exodus  ii,  10,  we  read  :  "I 
drew  him  (ek)  out  of  the  water."  Yet  he  was  in  a  basket  so 
prepared  as  to  float  on  the  water.  "And  We  departed  (exaesa- 
men)  from  the  sea."  Here  are  both  eA:and  apo^  yet  they  were 
not  in  the  sea.  In  Joshua  iv,  16-10,  we  have  ^^out  of  Jordan" 
five  times  repeated.  "Come  up  out  Jordan,"  ek,  where  some 
three  millions  of  people  "came  up  out  of  Jordan," yet  not  one 
immersed,  but  were  on "rfry  land"  Texts  could  be  multiplied, 
but  this  is  enough.  Nothing  is  more  common-  than  to  bid  a 
child  to  con}£  out  of  that  water.  What  are  you  doing  in  that 
water?  where  it  is  only  playing  in  a  pan  or  puddle  of  water 
or  a  branch. 

There  is  no  proof  at  all  that  Philip  immersed  the  eunucl). 
It  simply  leaves  the  mode  an  open  question  to  be  settled  by 
other  facts.  There  is  no  proof  that  John  immersed  a  soul  in 
all  his  life,  but  every  proof  of  the  fact  that  he  baptized,  as 
always  Jews  had,  by  affusion. 

IIow  did  John  baptize?  "With  water."  But  the  Doctor 
savs  en  is  alwavs  in — equivalent  to  our  in.  Locallv  it  is  often 
SO  u.se(l.  But  indicating  instrumentality ,  which  is  its  use  here, 
it  is  never  so  used. 

1.  In  about  half  the  cases  of  "baptize  with  water,"  it  is 
8imi)ly  hudati  with  water — no  en,  but  dative  of  instrument. 

2.  The  en  occurs  hundreds  of  times  in  the  Greek  of  the  old 
and  new  Testaments,  meaning  with  where  instrumentality  was 
indicated,  and  affusion  always  the  mode.  Ezekiel  xvi,  4,  9,  is  an 
example.  In  the  one  case  an  infant  the  day  it  was  bom  is 
^^washal  en  with  water.  Verse  9,  "then  washed  I  thee  en  with 
water.  I  annointed  the  en  with  oil.  Annointing  en  with  oil 
occurs  forty-one  times  consecutively  in  the  Penteteuch  and 
mixing  with  (en)  oil,  where  we  all  know  it  was  always  by  your- 
vvj.  Yet  en  indicates  its  use — points  out  its  instrumentality. 
Ir*  a  new  born  babe  dipped  under  water  to  be  washed  ?     So  in 
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cleansing  a  house,  five  times  en  occurs  in  one  verse,  wliere  it  is 
cleansed  hy  sprinkling,  yet  reads  en  with  water,  en  with  blood 
and  en  with  hyssop,  &c.  "Rule  en  with  a  rod  of  iron."  We  need 
not  quote  a  world  of  texts.  The  Bible  is  full  of  such.  Hence 
John  baptized  with  water  as  an  instrument.  Christ  with  the 
spirit,  with  fire.  The  water  was  administered  by  aftusion,  epi, 
at  Jordan,  eis  at  Jordan.  Matt,  iii,  13 ;  Mark  i,  5  ;  gn  at  or  in 
Jordan,  all  within  its  banks  Carson  agrees  is  implied  here — 
may  be  implied — as  a  location  it  was  epi^  eis^  en  Jordan,  at 
Bethany,  at  Enon  John  baptized,  with  water.  Matthew,  Mark, 
Luke,  John,  Peter,  Christ,  all  are  witnesses  here  that  it  was 
"with  water,"  "with  the  spirit."  It  was  poured  on  them,  fell 
on  them,  was  shed  on  them.  And  how  absurd  for  John  to  say, 
"I  baptize  you  with  water.  Christ  will  baptize  you  with  the 
Spirit  and  cast  you  into  hdl,^'  the  very  ones  that  received  a  double 
baptism ! !  Acts  xi,  15,  16.  When  Peter  had  seen  that  the 
Spirit  was  poured  upon  them,  he  said,  "Then  remembered  I 
the  word  of  the  Lord,  how  that  he  said,* John  indeed  baptized 
with  water;  but  ye  shall  be  baptized  with  the  Holy  Ghost." 
And  on  the  day  of  Pentecost  they  had  the  fiery  element  super- 
added, with  which  they  were  baptized  in  accordance  with 
John's  prophetic  declaration.  But  my  opponent  would  strangely 
construe  this  as  an  allusion  to  the  immersion  of  the  impenitent 
wicked  in  hell.  You  see  on  the  day  of  Pentecost  they  were 
baptized  with  the  Holy  Ghost  and  with  fire.  The  Holy  Ghost 
descended,  and  rested  on  them,  and  cloven  tongues  as  of  fire 
sat  upon  each  of  them.  There  was  no  immersion.  And  if 
we  were  inclined  to  exult  over  a  vanquished  opponent,  we 
might  assuredly  do  so  now,  the  Doctor  having  failed  so  signally 
in  his  attempt  to  give  even  plausibility  to  the  position  he  has 
laid  down.  Every  thing,  moreover,  which  he  has  advanced, 
having  the  semblance  of  argument,  we  have  so  effectually  strip- 
ped of  its  disguise,  that,  even  to  his  own  friends,  it  can  hardly 
wear  the  aspect,  we  should  think,  of  respectable  sophistry. 
And  now,  in  closing  these  remarks,  I  cannot  but  express  my 
ardent  desire  that  each  minister  of  Christ's  gospel,  as  he  goes 
forth  to  his  great  work,  may  henceforth  receive  more  copiously 
that  baptism  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  to  which  our  thoughts  have 
just  now  been  directed. — [lYme  up."] 
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DR.  GRAVES*  FIFTH  SPEECH. 

Mr.  President: — My  opponent  a  little  misunderstood  me. 
I  did  not  deny  that  Ewing  was  a  scliolar.  I  did  not  deny  that 
Dale  was  a  scholar.  I  willingly  concede  that  these  men  were 
scholars.  My  remarks  were  not  intended  to  disparage  their 
gcholarship  but  to  expose  the  flimsy,  uneiihstantial  character  of 
their  wild  phUdogio'il  fancies. 

And  then,  he  is  mistaken  again  on  another  point.  In  my 
speech  yesterday,  I  only  referred  to  lexicons  in  general  terms. 
I  did  not  spend  one  moment  in  discussing pAilo&yy.  Korhavel 
the  least  objection  to  these  great  tomes  piled  up  here  to  astoti- 
iflh  the  common  people.  You  know,  Mr,  President,  that  I 
said  at  the  outstart,  I  was  going  first  to  develop  the  meaning 
of  the  wonlof  G-od  on  this  subject.  And  I  venture  to  affirm, 
that  there  is  not  a  child  that  has  arrived  at  the  years  of 
accountability,  but  can  see  that  the  word  of  God  docs  itself 
furnish  a  clear  interpretation  of  tbe  meaning  of  baptidzo,  and 
that  that  meaning  is  to  immerse;  and  this,  observe,  is  the  point 
we  want  to  arrive  at;  all  outside  of  that  Book  is  merely  inci- 
dental  to  this  question.  Now  I  have  to  say  that  he  will  find 
he  cannot  get  me  away  from  that  argument.  You  Missouri 
farmers  tell  your  man  to  go  and  pUinl  corn  and  he  aprinklee  it 
on  the  top  of  the  ground,  lias  he  obeyed  you  ?  Has  he  planted 
if  he  has  only  dropped  it  ?  You  tell  him  to  go  bury  a  dead 
carcass,  and  he  only  sprinkles  a  handful  of  dirt  upon  it,  has 
he  obeyed  you  ?     Is  sprinkling  a  thing  covering  it  over? 

One  thing  I  failed  to  notice  yestei-day.  lie  referred  to  Pin- 
dar as  the  first  Greek  who  ever  used  "  baptUlzo,"  and  as  haviug 
then  used  it  metaphorically.  This  ie  a  glaring  mistake.  Pin- 
dar, in  the  example  given,  used  it  in  a  strictly  literal  seDse. 
There  is  nothing  but  dip  iu  it.  Conant  translates  the  passa^ 
thus: 

"  For  an  wlicii  ilip  rwt  iif  the  tur-kle  is  toUinjt  (l4?ep  In  the  aes,  I,  M  ft 
L'urk  uUivv  ilic  Dt't,  iiin  iiiic]I|>[h-<1 — nlxiplinloi — ia  ttie  brina" 
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As  alljiffures  are  foanded  on  factSj  bo  the  4giir6  employed 
by  the  poet  here,  is  founded  upon  the  physical  fact  of  the 
undipped — not  the  unmoistened  or  the  unaprinkUd-'^ork  of  the 
fisher's  net.  There  is  nothing  but  dip,  in  this  example,  and 
it  is  au  omen  that  bodes  disaster  to  his  cause,  when  the  very 
first  case  he  himself  selects,  overthrows  his  position! 

I  expected  from  Elder  Ditzler  a  stunning  assailment  of  my 
position  in  demoiistratuig  the  act  of  John's  baptism,  the  act 
which  Christ  and  his  apostles  and  every  member  of  the  first 
church  received,  but  strange  to  say,  he  noticed  but  a  few  of 
them,  and  these  so  feebly  that  I  regard  it  as  equivalent  to  an 
admission  on  his  part,  of  their  unanswerable  force;  and  the 
act  of  John's  baptism  once  determined,  the  act  which  Christ 
commanded  is  evidently  established  by  it,  for  no  sane  man  can 
be  persuaded  that  Christ  did  not  command  his  apostles  to 
administer  the  act  which  he  and  they  had  received  at  the 
hands  of  John.  Everv  Christian  will  be  safe  in  following  the 
example  of  Christ. 

I  propose,  in  this  speech,  to  defend  my  eight  arguments  by 
additional  considerations  ^nd  by  the  concurrent  testimony  of 
the  most  distinguished  Pedobaptist  scholars,  and  those  of  his 
own  school.     My  first  argument  was — 

1.  The  Primary  and  Literal  Signification  of  the  Prepo- 
sition "bn"  is  "in." 

If  this  is  sustained  or  admitted,  then  must  we  render  en  by 
in,  in  every  place  in  the  New  Testament  where  it  occurs, 
unless  it  is  repugnant  to  the  sense  of  the  passage. 

PROOF. 

1.  No  Greek  scholar  will  deny  that  en  does  primarily  and 
literally  mean  in,  and  corresponds  exactly  to  our  preposition 
in,  and  means  in,  as  often  as  the  English  preposition  m,  means 
in. 

2.  Every  Greek  lexicon  extant  gives,  in,  as  the  primary 
meaning  of  en. 

3.  The  ttms  loquendi  of  the  New  Testament  unquestionably 
sustains  this  meaning. 

We  find  en  used  two  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixty  times 
in  the  New  Testament,  and  it  is  translated  in,  two  thousand 
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uud  forty-five  times,  which  proves  it  to  be  its  general,  which 
is  its  primary  meaning.  But  it  is  translated  by  on,  and  by  a/ 
or  withy  three  hundred  and  thirteen  times,  and  by  within^ 
among y  by,  and  because  of,  in  the  remaining  places. 

Now  any  one  can  convince  himself  by  an  examination,  that 
a  majorit}'  of  these  places  might  be  properly  translated  in, 
and  that  in  every  case,  this  meaning  governs  the  sense. 

ILLUSTRATIONS : 

"  He  spake  by  parables,"  "  love  the  Lord  with  the  heart,  soul, 
mind ;"  in  is  the  sense.  "  On  the  feast  day."  "  on  the  Sabbath 
day;"  evidently  in.  "Say  not  within  yourselves,"  "a<  that 
time;"  mistlicforce  here,  "^mo;?^  themselves,'*  and  strange, 
doubly  strange,  en  agape  (1  Cor.  xvi.  11)  "trftA  love,"  when  it 
should  be  in  love;  as,  we  should  speak  the  truth  in  love. 

I  seal  what  I  have  to  say  on  en  with  this,  that  unless  en 
means  u?,  the  Greek  had  no  preposition  the  primary  meaning 
of  which  was  invariably  in,  which  fact  will  satisfy  every  Chris- 
tian and  fair-minded  person.  I  quote  upon  Elder  Ditzler,  the 
language  of  Rev.  Jas.  Harvey  to  the  father  and  founder  of 
Elder  Ditzler's  own  church. 

"The  Rev.  Jas.  Harvey,  mldressing  the  Rev.  J.  Wesley,  says:  'lam 
ready  to  grant  that  placid  may  be  found  where  the  preposition  en  must  be 
understood  acconling  to  your  sense;  [  that  is,  wi7A :];  but  then  every  one 
knows  that  tliis  is  not  the  native,  obvious,  literal  meaning;  rather  a 
meaning  swaye<i,  influenced,  moulded  by  ttie  preceding  or  following 
word.'  *  He  will  not  allow  the  Greek  preposition  en  to  signify  in;  thon^ 
I  can  prove  it  to  have  l)een  in  peaceable  possession  of  this  signification 
for  more  than  two  thousand  years.* — Letters  to  Mr.  J.  Wesley ^pp,  ^CStt," 

AVhat,  therefore,  have  I  a  right  to  conclude,  and  what  id  the 
duty  of  all  to  believe?  Certainly,  that  whatever  John  did  to 
the  people  or  to  Christ,  denoted  by  "  baptized/*  he  did  to  them 
in  water,  and  not  with  it;  and  in  the  words  of  the  Spirit,  he  did 
baptize  Christ  "  in  the  river  of  Jordan,"  and  not  with  it,  or  on  it, 
or  by  it,  and  if  there  is  one  who  can  think  that  John  took  his 
subjects  i7ito  the  river  to  sprinkle  them,  I  have  no  argument  with 
that  man ;  the  man  donH  live  that  really  believes  he  did.  Let  no 
Baptist  henceforth  for  one  moment,  admit  the  reading,  witkj 
in  the  Greek. 

II.  My   Argument  from  "eis"   is  very  similar.      Thb 
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Primauy,  Literal  and  Qenbral  Signification  of  "  eis,"  as 

USED    BY   ALL    QrEBK   WRITERS    AND    AS   GIVEN   BY   ALL    GrEEK 

Lexicons  is  into,  and  never  with;  and  the  Holy  Spirit  says 
m  AND  into,  NEVER  with,  at  or  near  to. 

It  is  used  seven  hundred  and  ninety-five  times  by  the  four 
evangelists,  and  translated  three  hundred  and  seventy-two 
times  by  into;  and  by  to  for  2/2^0, more  than  one  hundred  times; 
and  two  hundred  and  seventy-three  times  by  unto  in  the  sense 
of  into. 

ILLUSTRATIONS : 

When  he  came  to  the  house,  to  the  city,  to  the  temple,  to 
Jerusalem,  to  Bethany,  to  Nazareth,  to  Jericho  as  you  say 
you  go  to  St.  Louis;  it  must  be  translated  into,  unless  the 
context  forbids.  The  Greeks  had  no  other  word  whose  pri- 
mary meaning  was  invariably  into,  as  we  have  none  in  English 
save  into. 

Now  Mark,  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  tells  us  that  Jesus  came 
from  Nazareth,  of  Galilee,  and  was  baptized  of  John — ^^eiston 
Jordanerf-'inio  Jordan.  No  Greek  scholar  can  translate  it  otherwise. 
Whatever  John  did  to  Jesus,  denoted  by  the  Greek  verb 
baptidzo,  the  act  put  Christ  into  the  water  of  the  river  Jordan. 
Is  there  a  man,  woman, or  child,  will  the  most  unprincipled  of 
modern  professional  controversialists  assert,  that  he  sprinkled 
Christ  into  the  river,  or  poured  him  into  the  river,  or  as  Ewing 
claimed,  popped  him  into  the  river. 

I  dwell  at  this  length  upon  these  two  prepositions  because  I 
think  they  conclusively  settle  the  whole  question  touching  the 
action  of  baptism  when  properly  translated.  I  would  be  per- 
fectly willing  to  leave  it  to  the  impartial  verdict  of  any  twelve 
voracious  men,  under  oath,  living  in  this  town  or  in  the  State 
of  Missouri.  Their  force  in  determining  the  action  of  bap- 
tism has  never  been  developed,  because  th'e  translators  clearly 
saw  that  to  translate  them  literally  in  every  case,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  Dr.  Beecher,  respecting  baptidzo,  they  would  seem  to 
take  sides  in  the  controversy  then  pending;  accordingly,  in 
order  to  take  neither  side,  they  did  not  attempt  to  give  sense, 
and  used  the  ambiguous  with,  though  in  two  instances,  Mark 
i,  9,  they  were  compelled  to  translate  it  so  nearly  literally  that 
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the  passage  settles  the  action  forever.  Christ  was  immerBed 
into  the  river  Jordan.  These  two  little  prepositions  are  two 
hooks  of  steel  that  cannot  be  broken,  and  whose  hold  is  sore. 
I  claim  that  they  alone  settle  this  question  in  ray  favor^that 
Christ  was  baptized  by  immersion,  and  if  Christ,  then  his 
apostles  and  all  whom  John  baptized. 

III.  The  Places  John  Selected  for  the  Administration 
OF  THE  Rite  are  Determinative  of  the  Mode. 

They  were  at  the  river  Jordan,  and  at  Enon,  and  the  Holy 
Spirit  says  he  was  baptizing  at  Enon  because  there  was  mueh 
water  there.  Nonus  says  diophonon  hudor^  deep  water.  He 
never  would  have  resorted  to  much  water  unless  for  immers- 
ing. A  pitcherful  would  have  sprinkled  a  thousand,  and  a 
bucketful  would  have  sufficed  for  all  John  ever  baptized,  if  he 
performed  the  rite  as  moderns  do,  by  laying  a  moistened 
finger  on  the  forehead ^  which  is  neither  sprinkling  nor  pouring. 

"CAL^^^^ — *From  these  words  (John  iii,  23)  it  may  be  inferred  that 
baptism  wils  administered,  by  John  and  Christ,  by  plunging  the  whole 
IxkIv  under  water.' " 

"Br.  BossrET. — 'The  baptism  of  St  John  the  Baptist,  which  served 
for  a  preparative  to  that  of  Jesus  Christy  was  performed  by  plunging. 
The  proiiigious  multitude  of  people  that  flocked  to  his  t)aptism,  made  St. 
John  the  Baptist  choose  tlie  places  about  Jordan,  and  among  those  places 
the  count r>'  of  ^^non  near  to  Salim,  because  there  ukis  much  water  thert^ 
and  a  great  facility  for  dipping  those  who  came  to  consecrate  themselves, 
etc:  " 

**Dk.  Toweksox. — *For  what  need  would  there  have  been  of  the  Bap- 
tiAt*8  resorting  to  great  confluxes  of  water,  were  it  not  that  the  baptina 
wa**  to  Ix'  performed  by  an  immersion  ?  A  very  little  water,  as  we  know 
it  doth  with  as,  sufficing  for  an  efTusion  or  sprinkling.'  In  Booth's  Pedo- 
1>aptim,  vol.  i,  p.  209." 

"  Dr.  1>oddridoe. — *  At  jSnon^  because  there  uxu  a  great  quanti^  qf 
fvaier  there.  It  is  exceedingly  difflcult  to  detennine  the  true  situation  of 
this  place.  *  ^  «  But  nothing  surely  can  be  more  evident  than  that 
polta  hudataj  many  waters^  signifles  a  large  quantity  of  water,  it  b^ing 
.sometimes  used  for  the  Euphrates  ( Jer.  li,  13) .  Sept  To  which,  I  sup- 
IMSis  ttiere  may  also  be  an  allusion  (Be v.  xvii,  1 ).-  Compare  £ze.  xliii, 
2;  and  Rev.  i,  15;  xiv,  2;  xix,  6;  where  the  voice  of  many  waters  does 
plainly  signify  the  roaring  of  a  high  sea.'  In  the  Paraphrase  he  writei: 
^\nd  John  was  also  at  tliat  time  baptizing  at  ^non,  which  was  a  place 
near  Snlim,  a  town  on  the  west  side  of  Jonlan;  and  he  particularly  cfaose 
that  place,  Ix.'cause  ttiere  was  a  great  quantity  of  water  there,  which  made 
it  very  convenient  for  his  purpose;  and  they  came  fh>m  all  parts  and 
were  baptisted  by  him.* " 
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'*  Oi^HAUSEN. — 'John  also  was  baptizing  in  the  neighborhood,  because 
I  he  water  there  ♦  *  *  *  afforded  convenience  for  immersion.'  Com. 
on  John  iii,  22-36." 

**Dr.  W.  Smith.— *  There  was  JEnon,  near  to  Salim,  to  the  north, 
where  St  John  was  baptizing  upon  another  occasion,  "because  there  was 
luueli  water  there"  (iii,  23).  This  was  during  the  summer,  evidently 
(  eomp.  ii,  13-23)  that  is,  long  after  the  feast  of  the  passover,  and  the  river 
had  become  loWy  so  that  it  was  necessary  to  resort  to  some  place  where  the 
v^tter  was  deeper  than  at  the  ordinary  fordaJ*  Bib.  Die  Art;  Jordan. 
1 8ig.  E.  S.  Ff.)  Subsequently  the  writer  speaks  of  ^non,  *  where  there 
was  not  generally  so  much  of  a  forti,  but,  on  the  contrary,  where  the 
water  was  still  sufficiently  det»p,  notwithstanding  the  advanced  season.' 
rnder  iEnon,  we  read  *-^non,  a  place  "near  to  Salim,"  at  which  John 
baptized.    It  was  evidently  w^est  of  the  Jordan,  and  abounded  in  water.' " 

'*  Dr.  Macbrtde.— *The  spot  chosen  by  the  Baptist  on  the  banks  of 
the  river,  and  the  observation  that  he  baptized  at  -/Enon  "because  there 
was  much  water  there,"  seem  to  prove  that  he  administered  it  by  immer- 
sion.'   Le(».  on  the  Diat." 

I  claim  this  to  be  a  conclusive  argument  in  itself,  sufficient 
to  satisfy  any  reflecting  mind.  The  leading  lawyer  of  the 
McMinnville  bar,  during  my  opponent's  debate  with  Elder 
Brents,  stated,  in  my  hearing,  that  he  had  heard  the  discus- 
sion of  one  question,  the  mode  of  baptiem,  and  he  declared 
that  the  fact  that  John  did  resort  to  the  Jordan  and  to  Enon 
for  the  purpose  of  baptizing,  conclusively  and  forever,  in  his 
mind,  determined  the  act  to  have  been  immersiou. 

IV.  It  was  the  People,  and  Not  toe  Water,  he  baptized. 
But  he  Could  Neither  Pour  nor  Sprinkle  People,  but  he 
COULD  Immerse  them,  therefore  neither  to  Sprinkle  nor  to 
Pour,  can  be  the  Definition  of  baptidzo. 

This  18  conclusive  against  sprinkling  and  pouring  at  least 
John  certainly  did  not  perform  either  of  these  acts. 

V.  John  Mentions  Three  Baptisms:  ^^EnHiidati"  ^^En 
Pneumati  Hagio'^  and   ^'^  JEn  Puri"     We  know  the  action  of 

EACH  must  have  BEEN  THE    SAME;    FOR   THEY   ARE   DESCRIBED   BY 
THE  SAME  WORDS. 

Now,  we  know  the  last  baptism  is  to  be  an  immersion  infirey 
for  John  himself  explains  it  to  be  in  everlasting  fire  that  all 
the  finally  impenitent  will  be  immersed  or  overwhelmed. 

**  Whose  fan  Is  in  his  liand,  and  he  will  thoroughlv  purge*  his  floor,  the 
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whont  ho  will  gather  into  his  gamer,  but  the  chaff  he  will  bum  up  in 
unquenchabie  fire." 

I  submit  a  few  other  passages: 

Tlio  U^aflt  and  false  prophet  ''both  were  cast  alive  into  a  lake  of  fire 
huniinjr  with  brimstone." 

Of  Satan,  it  is  said  the  angel  ''cast  him  into  a  bottomless  pit." 

Again :  "Death  and  hadeH  were  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire,  and  whoso- 
ever was  not  found  written  in  the  book  of  life  was  cast  into  the  lake  of 
fire." 

Again:  "Cast  ye  the  unprofitable  servant  into  outer  darkness,  there 
shall  Ije  weeping  and  gnashing  of  teeth." 

Agam:  "Depart  from  me  ye  cursed  into  everlasting  fire,  prepared -for 
the  devil  and  his  angels." 

Therefore  John's  baptisms,  "en  hudati^'  and  "m  pnenmoh 
haffiOy'^  were  by  immersion  also.  That  this  is,  beyond  contro- 
versy, determinative,  mark  the  teachings  of  the  most  learned. 

"  Dr.  Robinson's  Greek  Lexicon  of  the  New  Testament,  p.  128,  'Met:i- 
physieally  and  in  direct  allusion  to  the  sacred  rite,  Iwptize  en  pnewnafi 
hagio  kai  puri^  to  baptize  in  the  Holy  Ghost  and  in  fire — i.  c,  to  over- 
whelm, richly  furnish  with  all  sinritual  gifts;  or  overwhelm  with  fiiv 
unquenchable.  Matt,  iii,  11;  Luke  iii,  16:  Mark  i,  8;  John  i,  33.  Still 
in  allusion  to  the  rite;  to  baptize  with  calamities— t.  «.,  to  oven«'helm 
with  suflerings.' " 

"Dr.  George  Campbell,  of  Scotland,  says:  'In  water,  in  the  Holy 
Spirit.'  The  word  baptism,  both  in  sacred  authors  and  daasical,  signifies 
to  dip,  plunge,  immerse.  It  is  always  construed  suitably  to  this  meaning.' 
SoU9  on  New  Testamtnty  Andoter^  vol.  ii,  p.  20."— [  Time  oirf.] 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  FIFTH  SPEECH. 

Gbntmembn  Modbratobs  :— In  regard  to  the  correct  trans* 
lation  of  en  Aitdati — ^with  water — wUk  the  Spirit — with  fire — ^you 
must  not  forget  1.  That  in  half  the  occurrences  it  is  not  ew, 
but  simply  the  dative  of  instrument — with  water,  etc.  2.  By 
the  inspired^  pen  the  mode  is  given — ^owr.  The  Spirit  was 
poured  upon  them — ^they  were  baptized  with  it  The  fire  came 
down  upon  them— "sat  upon  each  of  them" — baptized  them. 
8.  We  showed  that  en  is  used  often  for  with — ^**rule  with  (en) 
a  rod  of  iron."  "  Anoint  en  with  oil " — ^^  mix  en  with  oil " — 
and  I  can  adduce  forty-one  consecutive  occurrences  of  it  thus 
in  a  small  part  of  the  Bible— in  Numbei's  and  Leviticus,  etc. 
It  is  used  where  they  cleanse  a  house  ««  with  WAtet  sprinkled  on 
it,  en  with  the  blood  of  a  bird,  etc,,  etc.  Hundreds  of  such  cases 
occur.  Now  I  have  shown  where  qften  en  means  withy  where 
they  are  stated  cases  qf  sprinkling  and  pouring.  Let  him  adduce 
stated  or  certain  cases  of  immersion  in  the  Bible  where  en  occurs 
indicating  instrumentality/ j  or  even  location.  I  am  sustained  by 
all  the  ancient  English  versions — six;  by  all  the  Latin  ancient 
and  modern,  save  Jerome,  and  he  renders  the  hudati  where  en 
does  not  occur  simply  aqua  with  water.  I  am  sustained  by  the 
French,  Italian,  Spanish,  Lusitanian  and  German — mit  wasser-^ 
with  water. 

Ms  comes  up  again.  We  say  these  little  prepositions  do 
not,  cannot  settle  any  point  here.  We  quoted  a  number  of 
cases,  selecting  those  involving  water — ^yea,  Jordan^  water ^  sea^-^ 
a  ship  is  launched  eis  the  sea,  parties  were  to  goeisto  Jordan, 
meet  certain  parties  ets  at  Jordan,  m  at  or  on  Carmel;  people 
came  up  emf  of  Jordan,  Moses  drawn  ek  out  of  the  water; 
Ex.  ii,  10;  Josh,  iv,  16-20;  yet  no  immersion  was  involved, 
but  we  know  the  reverse— they  were  all  on  dry  laud  save 
Moses,  he  was  in  a  basket  floating  above  water — his  basket 
bearing  him  up. 
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We  showed  that  eis  could  not  primtirily  mean  info^  and  not 
one  of  the  better  Lexicons  or  Grammarians  gives  into  as  its 
primary  force.  We  quoted  them  formerly.  As  for  Dodridge, 
Geo.  Campbell  or  Tillottson,  etc.,  whom  Dr.  Graves  and  oth- 
ers quote  so  often,  as  pliilologists  they  are  far  from  being  so 
recognized  anywbere  by  the  great  scholars  of  Europe  an<l 
America.  McKnight  and  a  swarm  of  good,  pious  men, 
quoted  by  immersionists  are  ignor&l  in  philology  and  accurate 
criticism  by  the  schohirshii)  of  this  country.  No  body  but 
immersionista  pay  the  least  attention  to  them  now.  Howson 
and  Conybeare,immei'sionists,  and  Lange,  we  admit  frankly 
as  great  critics,  but  not  the  others  adduced.  But  they — 
Conybeare,  Howson  and  Lange,  and  indeed  all  immers- 
ionists,  base  their  opinions  on  no  scientific  or  philological 
ground,  but  on  their  opinion  of  Rom.  vi,  4,  "buried  by  bap- 
tism into  death."  Hence  their  opinion  here  is  of  little  moment, 
since  it  is  not  on  any  scientific  principle  of  language.  And 
Conant,  Eaton,  etc.,  will  tell  us,  this  is  wholly  a  question  of 
philology  based  on  laws  of  hinguage.  And  here  and  here  only. 
Baptists  have  based  it  from  the  beginning^  and  we  intend  to 
hold  them  to  it.  As  to  Dr.  Dale's  position — his  rules  of  inter- 
pretation— they  are  utterly  untenable,  unscientific,  and  contrarj- 
to  all  the  laws  of  language.  Words  never  are  formed — never 
take  on  secondary  meanings  by  the  mystical,  obscure  and 
metaphysical  processes  he  points  out.  The  law  of  language 
is  far  more  simple  than  he  assumes.  He  is  a  fine  scholar — ^in 
research  most  valuable,  but  wretched  in  philology. 

Pindar,  Dr.  Graves  thinks,  uses  baptidzo  for  dip.  Not  so. 
No  dip  can  be  made  of  it.  It  will  be  seen  at  a  reading  that  it 
cannot  mean  dip.  The  allusion  is  to  the  waves  dashing  their 
spray  upon  the  cork  "above  the  net."  If  the  allusion  were 
to  the  weights  below  pulling  the  cork  under,  it  would  be  sink^ 
ue.y  immersit — but  no  one  presumes  it  thus;  for  the  allusion  Ib 
made  to  the  impotent  ravings,  the  abuse,  the  aspersions  of  his 
enemies,  and  the  strongest  that  can  rightly  be  made  of  it  is — 
overwhelm  by  the  waves  falling  upon  it,  all  pointing  toafFuBion, 
ae  formerly  shown. 

He  has  taken  up  much  time  on  the  localities  of  John's 
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baptism,  as  if  it  supported  dipping.  We  will  account  for  it 
on  Scriptural  ground  in  this  speech,  not  on  the  mere  conjec- 
tures of  the  Doctor  that  involve  obscurity.  Once  more, 
Rom.  vi,  4,  *'  buried  by  baptism  into  death,"  comes  up.  But 
we  are  on  baptism  with  or  in  water,  not  a  *'  buried  into  death." 
He  plays  on  the  word  "  bury."  Hear  Jeremiah  xxii,  19  : 
^*  Tell  the  King  he  shall  be  drawn  forth  outeide  the  gates  of  the  city  and 

BURIED  WITH  THE  BURIAL  OF  AN  ASS." 

Here  u  the  same  English  and  Greek  word — here  twice 
used,  no  interment^  no  envelopment — he  was  left  on  top  of 
the  earth,  to  rot,  be  devoured  by  dogs  and  vultures.  Yet  on 
such  a  word,  not  involving  mode  necessarily  at  all,  he  relies 
tor  support.  As  we  said,  it  applies  to  any  disposal  of  the 
dead.  It  is  used  here  metaphorically  also,  and  we  want  its 
literal  meaning.  As  to  what  the  Doctor  heard,  a  bigoted  im- 
mersion lawyer,  who  got  vexed  at  me,  tried  to  rule  me  out  of 
my  right  to  correct  misrepresentiitions,  etc.,  it  is  of  no  account. 
He  was  an  out  and  out  immersionist  before  the  debate,  and 
his  opinion  is  of  no  moment. 

My  Brother  says  baptldzo  is  immergo — immerse.     Is  that        \ 
true?     Immergo  is  not  dip,  but  the  opposite.     Dip  is  to  put  in  \ 

and  quickly  take  out.  Immergo^neoer  removes,  or  takes  out  its 
object.  That  must  be  an  emerge.  Immergo  is  to  sink  in. 
There  its  force  ends.     If  baptidzo  is  equal  to  it,  it  always  leaves  | 

I  its  object  sunk.     Whatever  li\dng  thing  baptidzo  puts  under  a  ; 

/  liquid,  it  always  perishes,  as  used  in  all  ancient,  classic  Greek. 

\  If  baptidzo  were  equivalent  to  immergo,  whenever  it  applied  to 

■  living  objects,  and  wherever  it  put  them  under  any  liquid, 
they  would  perish,  li  baptidzo  meant  ?7nme7'«6,  then  the  commis- 
sion could  mean  nothing  less  than  to  drown — cause  to  perish — 
all  nations  or  the  parties  diseipled.  It  has  no  such  New  Testa- 
ment meaning.  Hence  its  religious  use  vastly  differs  from  its 
classic  use,  whatever  be  the  mode. 

The  Laver  Baptism  and  John's  Baptism. 

We  now  propose  to  give  a  just  and  Scriptural  reason  for  the 
places  of  John's  baptism :  for  certainly  the  ordinary  reasons 
assigned  are  altogether  absurd.  We  have  these  as  facts  to 
start  with.      1.    John  baptized  at  first,   "  beyond  Jordan  " — 
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John  i^  28;  ^^away  beyond  Jordan'' — John  x^  40-42,  caUed 
Bethany,  Bethabara  being  a /(W^ed  reading — ^it  is  Bethany  in 
all  ancient  MS.  versions,  and,  in  the  four  immersion  versions 
of  our  day — Baptist,  A.  Campbell,  Anderson,  Wilson — 
"  Christ  dwelt  in  the  same  place  for  a  time  " — John  x,  40-42. 
2.  John  baptized  "at  Jordan"  gw,  "a^  Enon."  The  words 
epij  eisy  en,  point  out  the  location  interchangeably.  S.  It 
involves  absurdity  that  people  should  go  to  Jordan  from  Jeru- 
salemj  where  all  immersionists  tell  us  there  are  so  many  pools 
of  water,  some  forty-Jive  to  fortyseten  feet  deep,  all  aggre- 
gating some  four  acres  of  water,  go  to  Jordan  to  get  enough 
to  immerse  in.  And  what  of  the  fact  patent  to  all,  that  every 
Jew  every  day  of  the  world,  from  one  to  two  and  three  or 
four  times  a  day  even,  baptized  himself?  Why  did  John 
leave  Bethany  for  Jordan?  then  leave  Jordan  for  Enon? 
Reason,  the  Bible  and  well-known  facts  will  make  it  clear. 

Baptism  out  of  the  Laver. 

The  most  perfect  historic  record  of  baptism  we  have,  is  that 
of  the  Jews  at  the  /arer,  running  through  fifteen  hundred  years, 
of  daily  occurrence.  In  the  origin  of  baptism  we  see  also  the 
design  of  baptism — that  it  was  purely  symbolic  and  not  initia- 
tircy  nor  sacramental.  In  Exodus  xxx,  18-21,  we  read  of  the 
laver  that  stood  between  the  altar  of  burnt  ofierings  and  the 
door  of  the  tabernacle.  "Aaron  and  his  sons  shall  wash 
(rt(chats)  their  hands  and  their  feet    {ek)   out  of  xL*    And 

when  they  go  into  the  tabernacle  of  the  congregation,  they 
shall  icash  \rith  water ^  that  they  die  not.^*  In  Exodus  xl,  12: 
"  Thou  shalt  bring  Aaron  and  his  sons  unto  the  door  of  the 
tabernacle  of  the  congregation,  and  wash  them  with  water;** 
V.  30,  "and  put  water  therein  to  wash  {eh)  out  of  it;'*  v.  81, 
"  Morses,  and  Aaron,  and  his  sons,  washed  their  hands  and 
their  feet  {tx  autwi)  ont  ofit"  Thus  washing  was  kept  up 
daily  till  the  days  of  Christ.     Now — 

1.  We  are  all  agi-eed  that  these  washings  expressed  by 
rw'hfits  in  Hebrew,  rkipio  in  Greek,  sometimes  by  /iouo,  were 
^Hiptistus.      There   is   no   dispute   here.     Drs.   Carson,  Gkile, 

liitrhfttH — out  of  it — Cffeek    Kai  nipaetcU  ex  aulouj  fdptontai  iv 
wf'kn^  *  nqjfftai  ex  aulQU^ 
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Fuller,  Hintoii,  Ingham,  A.  Campbell,  all  tell  us  this  washing 
waAimmermn — baptism.  It  is  expressed  in  Judith  xii,  7; 
Sirach  (Ecclesiastes)  xxiv,  31,  (same  xxxi,  30)  and  in  other 
Greek  writers  as  well  as  Mark  vii,  4;  Luke  xi,  38,  by  baptidzo. 

2.  Hence  A.  Campbell ;  ''  And  the  laver — ^filled  with  water 
*  *  m  this  laver  *  *  the  priests  always  washed  themselves 
before  they  approached  the  sanctuary."  ♦  ♦  «  This  vessel 
was  called  in  Greek  butaerj  and  the  water  in  it  loutroii,  *  *  * 
Paul  more  than  once  alludes  to  this  usage  in  the  tabernacle^u 
his  epistles,  and  once  substitutes  Christian  immersion  in  its 
place."*  Again;  "The  divers  washing  {baptismois)  of  cups, 
etc.,  and  things  mentioned  among  the  traditions  of  the  elders, 
and  the  institutions  of  the  laver  were  for  ceremonial  cleansing. 
Hence  all  by  immersion" f  Dr.  A.  Campbell  cites  the  wash- 
ings of  the  person  in  Leviticus  xv  entire,  and  xvi,  as  the  bap- 
tism to  which  Paul  refers,  Heb.  ix,  10.  |  These  he  tells  us 
are  Paul's  "divers  baptisms,"  ''^or  baptisms  on  divers  occas- 
ions  /  "  As  if  there  was  any  diversity  in  the  kind  of  "  bathings." 
The  divers  refers  to  differences  in  kind,  unlikey  different  sorts. 
There  could  be  no  diversity  in  the  bathings  of  the  same  persons 
if  aU  were  immersed  in  water.  It  is  supremely  ridiculous  when 
he  makes  {diaphorois)  different  sorts,  refer  to  different  times! 
But  they  were  baptisms — that  is  settled  on  all  sides.  He  urges 
that  they  were  all  "for  ceremonial  ckanMng."  This,  then,  was 
the  primary  design  of  baptism  and  so  continued  fifteen  hun- 
dred years  till  Christ,  A.  C.  being  witness.  Carson,  Ingham, 
Gale,  Brents,  as  well  as  Dr.  Graves,  all  agree  those  washings 
were  baptisms.' 

The  mode  of  those  laver  baptisms  is  what  we  are  now  to 
consider. 

*  Christiaii  Baptism,  vol.  v,  401. 

t  Christian  Baptist,  167.  See  Dr.  Brent's  Gos.  Plan,  838-9,  same  in 
substance. 

tin  Lev.  eh.  xv,  verses  5,  8, 10, 11, 13, 16, 18,  21,  22,  27.  Here  are  ten 
diverse  bathings  in  one  chapter.  Their  whole  flesh  is  said  to  be  bathed, 
etc  Also  Lev.  xvi,  28,  27.  Lev.  xvii,  15, 16.  In  Num.  also  xlx,  7,  8,  19. 
In  all  we  have  sixteen  different  bathings  mentioned  in  order  to  purifica- 
tion. These  are  therefore  called  by  Paul  *  divers  baptisms'  or  baptisms 
on  divers  occasions  " ! !  Ch.  Bap.  174,  also  177.  Did  man  ever  read  such 
puerile  sophistiy  ? 
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1.  Tlie  priests  washed  {ex  autou)  out  of  the  laver,  not  m  it 
Hence  it  was  not  immersion.  They  baptized  with  the  water 
of  the  laver.    Yet  it  was  done  {ek)  out  of  not  in  the  laver, 

2.  In  every  place  in  the  Pentateuch  where  they  washed 
(baptized)  where  the  laver  occurs,  it  is  either "wwA  out  of  it^" 
or  "  icosh  With  icater"  not  once  is  it  wash  in,  or  bathe  in,  in  the 
Greek.  Xay,  in  the  whole  five  books  of  Moses  {^Pentateuch) 
in  the  Greek  wash  {en)  never  occurs  but  once  where  any 
personal  washing  occurs,  and  in  that  instance,  it  is,  as  often, 
with,  Ezek.  xvi,  9,  "I  have  washed  thee  (en)  with  water,  *  * 
I  anointed  thee  {en)  with  oil — "  L  e.,  the  oil  was  poured  on  the 
person. 

3.  But  we  have  some  facts  still  more  decisive,  if  more  decis- 
ive could  be  desired.  If  anything  needing  cleansing — j.  e., 
anything  ceremonially  defiled,  was  touched  to  the  water,  or 
touched  by  any  object,cverything  touching  it  became  unclean. 
If  the  unclean  touched  the  water,  it  became  unclean,  unless 
*'  running  water,"  "a  fountain,"  Lev.  xi,36,  or  pit  wherein  is 
plenty  of  water — literally — ''gathering  together  of  waters" — 
perpetually  supplied   with    springs.     The   general    law   is — 

"WHATSOEVER   THE    UNCLEAN    PERSON    TOUCHETH,    SHALL    BE   tS- 

clean."  *  "  He  that  toucheth  the  water  of  separation  shall  be 
unclean  until  even."t  By  the  law  of  Moses,  if  a  person 
touched  a  dead  carcass  which  divided  hoof  vet  was  not  cloven- 
footed,  nor  chewed  cud,  was  unclean.  **  If  a  Jew  touched  a 
dead  mole,  mouse,  snail,  tortoise,  weasel,  lizard,  chameleon, 
ferret,  lie  was  unclean.J  "And  upon  whatsoever  any  of 
them,  when  they  are  dead,  doth  fall,  it  shall  be  unclean; 
whether  it  be  any  vessel  of  wood,  or  raiment,  or  skin,  or  sack, 
whatever  vessel  it  be  wherein  any  work  is  done,  it  must  be 
put  into  water,  [brought  to  the  water — i.  e.,  washed"]  and  it 
shall  be  uiiclean  until  the  even;  so  it  shall  be  cleansed.  And 
every  earthen  vessel,  whereinto  any  of  them  falleth,irAaf90frer 
is  in  it  shall  be  unclean;  and  ve  shall  break  it."  "Of  all  meat 
which  may  l>e  eaten,  that  on  which  such  water  cometh  (there  is 
the   tnntle   of  ckonsinf/   the  ineat — 2   Chron.   iv,   6, )    shall   be 

'  NiiinlHT^  xix,  ±i.  tNumlx^rs  xlx,  21. 

Liviiicu^  xi,  i»'J.  JLcvitleus  xi,  28. 
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unclean :  and  all  drink  that  may  be  drunk  in  every  such  vessel^ 
shall  be  unclean.''  %  In  Leviticus  xv,  3-33,  is  a  detail  also  of 
means  by  which  any  one  becomes  unclean,  as  well  as  in  Num. 
xix,  9-22.  Every  such  uncleanness  required  baptism.  See 
also  Lev.  vi,  28;  vii,  18-21. 

Hence  if  Jew,  or  priest  had  touched,  or  dipped  hand  or 
fingers  in  the  laver,  all  its  waters  would  have  become  unclean, 
and  emptied  out,  and  the  laver  purified  before  it  could  be 
used.  The  Jewish  Rabbins  are  full  of  facts  to  the  same  effect. 
"If,  therefore,  the  waters  that  went  above  the  juncture  (of 
the  hand)  return  upon  the  hands,  they  are  unclean."  *  Hence, 
if  the  water  poured  on,  or  by  the  other  hand  dashed  above 
the  juncture,  running  down,  defiled  the  purified  hand,  because 
it  had  effected  purification  above  that  point,  how  much  less 
would  they  have  allowed  parties  to  plunge  their  whole  bodies 
in  the  laver  ?  The  laver  was  purposely  so  made  that  no  one  could 
touch  Us  water  only  as  it  poured  out  at  the  places  made — the  cocks — 
at  the  base  expressly  for  that  purpose — so  made  that  nothing  unclean 
could  crawl  up  and  die  in  ity  to  defile  it.     See  Lev.  xi,  33. 

4.  Hence,  the  laver  in  Solomon's  temple  for  the  same  rea- 
sons f  was  set  upon  twelve  molten  oxen  far  up  off  the  floor, 
then  it  was  eight  feet  nine  inches  deep,  which  added  to  its 
being  placed  above  the  level  of  the  floor  on  the  oxen,  made  it 
twenty-one  feet  to  its  top.  It  stood  out  in  the  open  way,  and 
thus  arranged,  no  one  could  by  design  or  accident  touch  its 
waters,  only  as  they  ran  out  of  the  cocks  arranged  for  that  purpose. 
They  had  to  literally  wash  {min^  Gr.  ek)  out  of  it^  not  in  it.  It 
was  ten  cubits  in  diameter,  five  cubits  deep — i.  6.,  eight  and 
three-quarters  feet  deep,  bulged  or  flared  out,  and  held,  says 
Dr.  Gale,  the  Baptist,  quite  a  thousand  barrels  of  water.  The 
water  was  forced  in  by  machinery  at  the  bottom  from  a  water 
course  or  aqueduct  prepared  for  that  purpose.  No  one  could 
touch  its  water.  To  immerse  in  it  would  make  unclean  the 
whole  sea  of  water.  To  get  into  it  would  have  required  a 
leap  of  twenty-one  feet  into  the  air,  catch  the  brim,  roll  in, 

t  Leviticus  xi,  34. 

♦Horse  Heb.,  Lightfoot  ii,  417— Alsop,  38,  and  many  such  cases. 

tl  Kings  viU,  38;  2  Chron.  iv,  2. 
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and  then  if  not  a  good  swimmer,  he  would  be  drowned,  as 
the  water  was  nearly  nine  feet  deep,  bottom  concave.  As 
people,  male  and  female,  passed  constantly,  all  this  woulci  be 
done  with  garments  on.  But  it  becomes  altogether  ridicaloas 
as  well  as  impossible,  being  2i\%o  forbidden  by  the  Jaw. 

5.  The  second  temple,  like  the  tabernacle,  as  far  as  the 
record  goes,  had  but  one  laver  for  both  priests  and  meats  to 
be  sacrificed.  Both  the  priests  and  meats  were  washed  with 
its  waters.  Would  they  wash  both  in  the  same  laver?  It 
was  a  positive  command  not  to  use  the  water  that  had  cleansed 
any  object  as  it  became  unclean.  In  this  laver,  at  first,  there 
were  but  two  cocks,  or  outlets,  at  the  bottom,  but  afterwards 
they  made  twelve.  *  "  The  basis  of  it  was  so  contrived  as  to 
receive  the  water  which  ran  out  of  the  laver  at  certain  spouts. 
At  these  spouts  the  priests  washed  their  hands  and  their  feet 
before  they  entered  upon  their  ministry.  For  if  they  had  put 
their  hands  and  feet  into  the  laver,  the  water  would  have  been 
defiled  by  the  first  that  washed  therein.  And  the  sea  of  brass 
made  by  Solomon  was  so  high  that  they  could  not  put  their 
feet  into  it.  The  Talmudists  tell  us  there  were  twelve  spouts 
or  cocks,  in  the  form  of  a  woman's  breast,  to  let  the  water  out 
of  the  laver,  so  that  the  twelve  priests  who  attended  upon  the 
daily  sacrifices,  mij^lit  wash  there  together."  f  Moreover, 
Lev.  xi,  34,  tells  the  mode  of  the  washing — ^'*that  (meat)  on 
which  such  water  conuth — "  the  water  was  poured  on  it. 

6.  Joscphus,  in  speaking  of  the  priests  washing  thereat, 
uses  wash  and  spn'n/dc  alternately  and  interchangeably — "  The 
sea  to  be  for  the  washing  of  the  hands  and  the  feet  of  the 
priests" — "Whence  the  priests  might  wash  their  hands  and 
sprin/de  their  feet"  "  When  he  had  sprinkled  Aaron's  vest- 
ments, himself  and  his  sons./];  Yet  the  Bible  said  he  washed 
himself,  Aaron  and  his  sons.  Joseph  us  was  a  high  priest  in  the 
apostolic  days,  and  knew  just  what  the  washing  was. 

7.  The  Scriptures  habitually  speak  of  a  person  washed 
where  only  the  hands  or  feet,  or  both,  are  washed.     So  do  we 

*fc;w  BrownV  Antiquities,  11,  131>-141,  Ivltto's  Qycla,  art  Laver. 

t  Bi2*hoi)  Patrick  on  tlx.  xxx,  1J^19. 

t  AuUquiUes,  VII  I,  ch.  vill,  I  5,  &-III,  ch.  vi,  J  2.  \ 
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constantly  in  all  our  tongues.  Have  you  washed  ?  That  is, 
have  you  washed  your  face,  your  hands?  In  Luke  vii,  34-48, 
we  learn  that  it  was  the  custom  to  wash  before  meals.  The 
term  used  is  *' water  upon  my  feef — epi.  That  is,  they 
sprinkled  their  feet,  and  Christ  accepts  the  woman's  tears  as 
accomplishing  that.  In  Mark  vii,  2,  they  will  not  eat  with 
dejUedy  that  is,  unwashed  hands.  A.  Campbell's  version  has 
this  done  "by  pouring  a  little  water  on  them."  Yet  Luke 
xi,  38,  applies  baptidzo  to  this  practice.  Tobit  ii,  3-5,  tells  of 
a  man  strangled  and  cast  out  in  the  market  (agora).  Tobit 
takes  him  away.  Tobit  is  in  the  market-place  which  requires 
baptism  before  he  can  eat — Mark  vii,  4.  He  touches  a  dead 
body — that  requires  baptism  before  he  can  eat.  He  says 
"  Then,  before  I  tasted  my  meat,  I  started  up  and  took  him 
away" — the  dead  body — "and  returning,  I  washed  [ehusa- 
niaen — loiio )  myself  and  ate  my  meat  in  sadness."  Here  louo 
occurs  where  Ecclesiastes  34:  31:  (Qr.  31,  30);  Luke  xi,  38; 
Mark  vii,  4,  apply  baptidzo.  In  Mark  vii,  2,  3,  nipto  is  so 
applied — washing  the  hands  was  baptizing  the  person.  They 
also  baptized  their  cups,  pots,  brazen  vessels  and  couches 
(  klinon ),  Mark  vii,  4.  "  They  wash — baptize — all  things  before 
the  Sabbath."  *  Hence  the  two  most  ancient  copies  of  the 
Bible  in  the  world,  transcribed  between  A.  D.  300  and  325, 
the  Vatican  and  Sinaitic  manuscripts  translated  the  word  bap- 
tized; Mark  vii,  4,  sprinkle.  So  do  eight  others  of  later  date, 
and  Euthyraius,  a  Greek  father  of  the  fourth  century,  because 
they  knew  these  baptisms  were  always  by  sprinkling — not  even 
copiotis  pouring  of  water — for  ceremonial  purification.  Very 
often  ancient  copyists  translated  a  word  where  they  wished  its 
sense  understood.  The  object  was  to  distinguish  this  Jewish 
practice,  never  commanded  of  God,  Mark  vii,  4,  from  any 
heaven  sanctioned  ordinance.     Hence  baptism  is  transferred. 

8.  The  Targum  of  Jonathan  being  a  paraphrase  and  not 
literal^  as  Onkelos  and  Ben  Uzzial,  puts  it  beyond  all  question, 
aside  from  these  facts.  On  Exodus  xxx,  19,  where  they  were 
to  wash  out  of  it — the  laver — where  the  Hebrew  is  rachaiSy 
the  Targum  reads :  "  They  shall  take  for  a  washing  of  purifi- 

*  S^  Lightfoot,  Chal.  and  Bap.  Lex.  a  T^sbal. 
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cation  out  of  ity  aud  Aaron  and  his  sons  shall  sanctify  {kadasK) 
with  the  waters  their  hands  and  their  feet."  Exodus  xi,  30-81. 
Of  the  laver  and  its  use — the  Targum  has  it  thus :  "  And  put 
therein  living  waters  for  sanctifying,  so  that  they  should  not 
fail  nor  become  dead  all  days,"  i.  e.,  forever.  "  And  Moses  and 
Aaron  and  his  sons  received  [or  took — namb']  out  of  U 
[water]  for  washing,  and  sanctified  their  hands  and  their  feet 
out  of  it " — ( minnaeh  ). 

If  these  facts  do  not  show  how  they  washed — baptized — out 
of  the  laver,  no  words  can.  The  Greek  version  used  by  the 
apostles  says  louOy  nipto — wash;  Josephus  uses  sprinkle 
— often  interchanges  with  pour,  as  will  be  seen — and  the  Tar- 
jTum  of  this  learned  Jew,  when  he  knew  all  about  it,  confirm- 
ing it,  and  the  law  of  God  so  worded  as  to  allow  of  no  other. 
Xum.  viii,  7,  shows  they  sprinkled  to  cleanse  or  sanctify; 
Ileb.  ix,  13,  also. 

Here  tlien  we  have  these  facts.  Now  in  Christ's  day  all 
these  ba[>tirtms  were  performed  with  utmost  care,  Immer- 
sionists  tell  us  that  over  all  Palestine,  Jews  had  deep — 22  feet 
deep,  16  feet  wide  cisterns,  hewn  in  some  cases  out  of  rocks. 
Some  families  had  two,  all  full  of  water.  Hence  when  we  see 
from  Lev.  xi,  xv,  xvi,  entire;  Num.  xix  entire,  compared  with 
Mark  vii,  4,  8;  Luke  xi,  38;  Eccles.  xxxv,  24;  Judith  xii,  7, 
where  haptidzo  is  applied  to  these  washings,  and  U^y  all  assert 
Paul  means  them  by  his  ^Ulicers  baptisms,''^  Ileb.  ix,  10,  they 
tell  us  the  Jews  baptized  in  those  cisterns  of  water!!  What! 
when  their  law,  kept  so  scrupulously  as  to  ceremonies  above  all 
el:«e — tliey  violate  the  plain  letter  and  command  repeated  so 
often  in  Moses;  "Whatsoever  the  unclean  person  toucheth 
shall  be  unclean."  That  if  water  were  in  a  vessel  and  any 
unclean  object  fell  in  it,  all  must  be  emptied  out,  and  if  the 
vessel  be  wood,  washed ;  if  metallic,  it  must  be  burned  out. 
See  also  Xum.  xxxi,  23;  if  earthenware,  broken.  All  in 
such  was  unrlean^  not  only  that  as  to  ctremow/ai  defilement,  but 
th'fnfil phtjfiioal  defilement  is  involved  here.  Do  you  supposes 
man  of  say  five  in  family  would  use  water  for  dnV/Avwigr,  cooking, 
and  cleansinc:  corcmoniallv,  in  trhirh  for  three  and  four  months 
<lnrinir  dry  seasons,  in  tin  >^'tiitc  )ratn\  in   a  cistern,  he,  his  wife 
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and  children  every  day  immersed  tlieir  entire  bodies  ?  Jews  so 
doubly  nice  they  would  not  allow  themselves,  in  Christ's  day, 
to  touch  a  gentile  or  one  unclean,  if  possible  to  avoid  it,  and 
would  not  go  in  where  Christ  was  being  tried,  lest  they  by 
contact,  be  defiled — they  drink  water  thus  used!!  Yet  the 
immersion  theory  says  they  did}. !  No  sir;  they  all  baptized  by 
affusion.  Now  then  the  laver  baptisms  extended  through  1500 
3'ears.  Every  Jew  baptized  every  day,  often  several  times. 
They  generally  numbered  five  and  six  millions.  Let  us  put  it 
at  the  lowest  figure — 1500  years,  365  days  in  a  year,  make 
547,500  days.  Then  multiply  those  days  upon  the  number  of 
Jews — put  them  at /owr  millions  on  the  average  for  1500  years 
— from  Moses  till  the  commission  was  given,  we  have  one 

TRILLION,  SIX  HUNDRED  AND  FORTY-FIVE  BILLIONS,  FIVE  HUNDRED 

MILLIONS,  (1,645,500,000,000)  of  instances  of  baptism,  all  by 
AFFUSION,  when  John  began  to  baptize  Jews  as  a  Jew,  that 
Christ  might  be  made  manifest  to  Israel.  We  can  now  see 
the  force  of  ^^bapiize  with  water"  Now  then,  at  first  we  saw 
that  John,  when  only  the  few  as  yet  came — no  noise,  no  mul- 
titude yet  named — the  baptisms  at  Bethany  were  so  noiselessly 
carried  on,  that  it  is  only  named  by  one  writer,  then,  incident- 
ally; so,  not  a  word  is  said  of  multitudes  at  Enon — the  noise 
and  flush  of  the  crowds  are  all  over.  At  Jordan  we  have  the 
multitudes — Mark  i,  v;  Matt,  iii,  5,  "they  at  Jerusalem,"  as  well 
as  "all  Judea,"  etc.  Now  why  did  he  go  to  tkose  three  places — 
at  two  of  which  were  running  waters,  we  know,  and  plenty  of 
it  at  the ^r5^  one?  when  so  few  as  yet  came,  no  allusion  is 
made  to  water  at  all — at  Bethany  or  in  Bethany  simply. 

1st.  Such  crowds,  with  all  their  animals,  had  to  have,  must 
have  water.  Round  Lake  Camp  meeting  is  not  there  because 
of  convenient  places  to  immerse.  Camp  meetings,  armies 
encamped  for  a  few  weeks,  have  to  have  much  water.  Here  are 
thousands  of  people  for  many  weeks,  some  months.  Then 
much  water  was  needed.    But 

2d.  That  much  water  had  to  be  running  water  by  the  law  of 
God.  We  cited  many  passages,  especially  Leviticus  xi,  38, 
shows  that  fountains — so  the  Syriac  and  Arabic  render  Enon ; 
or  "gathering  together — flowing  together"  of  waters  could  not 
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be  (2e/{fe(f,  because  running  off  constantly  and  fresh,  clean  water 
coming  into  their  place.  If  it  had  been  even  a  convenient  lake 
100  feet  square  and  fifty  deep  in  middle,  the  moment  ooe 
washed  in  it,  or  an  unclean  animal,  person  or  thing,  fell  into 
or  stepped  into  it,  or  water  running  from  your  hands  or  fiwe 
after  ablution  had  fallen  into  it,  it.  could  not  be  need.  But 
such  crowds  had  to  have  water,  use  it  for  all  customary  pur 
poses.    Hence  the  running  waters  of  Jordan  were  sought 

The  moment  the  flush  of  the  crowds  is  over,  John  leave* 
the  hot,  low  region  of  lower  Jordan ;  the  lowest  spot  above 
water  on  our  globe,  deep  between  ranges  of  hills,  in  about  the 
latitude  of  Memphis,  Tennessee,  and  so  intensely  hot,  that 
no  city  or  village  ever  was  built  upon  its  banks  in  that  region; 
and  we  next  find  him  at  Enon  near  Salim,for  there  was  much 
water  there,  not  deep^  the  word  polla  never  meant  deep  on  earth, 
"many  waters"  or  fountains,  is  far  more  correct,  as  the  Syriac 
and  Arabic  have  it.  There  was  enough  water  in  the  spring? 
of  those  mountain  regions  for  the  numbers  coming  now  for 
all  customary  purposes.  Hence  we  have  here  Bible  reasoofi 
for  all  we  see.  They  baptized  at  Enon,  with  water.  They  had 
known  no  other  mode  than  aftusion  for  fifteen  hnndred  years. 
Custom  demands  its  acceptance  here  as  the  recognized  mode. 
The  primary  meaning  of  bapUdzo  settles  it  as  the  mode.  Instead 
of  the  facts  forcing  us  from  the  primary  import  here,  they  all 
point  to  it  as  the  only  mode.  And  if  we  want  currenJt  or  geH' 
eral  usage,  that  has  been  the  usage  fifteen  hundred  years,  Nay, 
the  Jews  of  those  days  tell  us  how  much  water  was  necessary 
to  their  ablutions  in  general.  "They  allot  a  one-fourth  partoj 
a  log  for  the  washing  of  one  person's  hands,  it  may  be  of  two; 
half  a  log  for  three  or  four;  a  whole  log  for  fiot  to  ten,  nay  to 
one  hundredy  with  this  provision,  saith  Rabbi  Jose,  that  the 
last  that  washed  hath  no  less  than  &  fourth  part  of  a  log  for 
himself  Lightfoot,  Horae,  ii,  254.  A  log  is  five-sixths  © 
of  a  pint.  One  person  then  washed  with  nearly  one-fifth  of  a 
pint.  Its  mode  is  told  us  by  Pococke  also— ogua  ^usa  vase 
with  water  jpcmree/  out  of  a  vessely  cup  or  bowh  See  Maimoni- 
des. 

When  it  is  asked  why  both  Philip  and  the  eunuch  went 
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down  eis  to  the  water  or  into  it,  if  you  prefer,  and  why  he 
sent  not  a  pitcher  for  water,  if  he  was  to  be  sprinkled,  we 
answer,  by  the  Bible  Philip  and  he  recognized,  if  he  had  such 
vessels  as  immersionists  suggest,  they  were  all  ceremonially 
unclean  when  used  indifferently  thus  by  an  unclean  person. 
Hence  we  can  see  why  both  went  down  to  the  water.  JSk  means 
out  of  we  admit,  not  like  apo  in  Christ's  baptism,  which  is 
from  always  when  motion  is  involved,  never  out  of.  Yet  ek 
often  is  from,  and  does  not  at  all  imply  emergence  as  the 
many  texts  cited  where  the  parties  came  up  out  of  Jordan, 
Moses  drawn  eA,  out  of  the  water,  show.  Here  then  are  the 
issues : 

Dr.  Graves  has  no  proof  of  immersion.  All  the  facts  he 
adduces  are  j[>^6C%  consistent  with  afiusion  as  the  mode  all 
the  time.  JEn  often,  over  and  again  means  with  where  the  ele- 
ment whose  use  it  indicates,  with  oil,  with  water,  with  blood, 
was  sprinkled^  was  poured  on  the  party ;  it  says  so,  giving  us 
raino  and  cheo  as  the  modes.  His  en  saves  him  not.  It  points 
to  instrumentality^  not  location,  here ;  baptize  with  water,  xoith 
the  Spirit,  wUh  fire.  The  Spirit,  the  fire,  the  water,  were  not 
localities,  but  instrumentalities^  and  en  never  means  in  when 
thus  used. — [Tone  outJ\ 
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DR.  GRAVES'  SIXTH  SPEECH. 

Mr.  President: — There  are  two  words  entering  into  this 
discussion,  the  meaning  of  which  is  very  important  to  det€^ 
mine.  These  have  already  been  the  subject  of  much  discuB- 
sion  between  us.  They  are,  respectively, en  and  ewy  the  former 
of  which  it  has  been  conceded  means  m,  and  the  latter  into. 
Now  look  at  our  rules.     I  will  read  the  second  one: 

**The  lit  era  f,  which  is  al^?o  called  the  grammatical  9€n9e  of  a  urord^ 
is  t?tc  sni^c  i^*  ci>nnocted  with  it  that  it  i^  Drst  in  order,  and  is^xm- 
taneously  pi^-si'iiteii  to  the  mind  as  soon  as  the  sound  is  heard.  This 
meaninjir  is  always  (save  in  one  lexicon,  i.  e.  Stokius)  placed  first  in  the 
lexicons,  and  i$  known  as  ihi'  primary  meaning.'' 

Xow  we  are  compelled,  by  the  rules  of  interpretation,  to 
place  those  whom  John  baptized  in  the  water,  and  to  admit 
that  Christ  was  baptized  into  the  river  Jordan;  and  my  oppo- 
nent will  not  presume  to  deny  it.  He  knows  that  I  am  right 
in  this  construction. 

The  labored  effort  of  Eld.  Ditzler  touching  the  purification 
and  ceremonial  washings  of  the  Jews  was  "love's  labor  lost." 
Why,  my  dear  sir,  large  books  do  not  necessarily  make  large 
arguments—  by  no  means.  His  whole  force  was  spent  in  beat- 
ing the  air.  No  P»aptist  under  the  sun  ever  pretended  that 
they  were  compelled  to  jump  into  that  laver  that  lie  showed 
us  the  picture  o\\  Xcvtrl  never!  That  was  made  for  your 
delectation.  But  why  did  John  go  to  Jordan?  Why  did  he 
go  to  Enon,  whore  water  was  plentiful,  if  he  only  sj»riukleda 
few  drops  on  the  face  of  each  candidate  whom  he  baptized? 
Never  did  any  Jewish  priest  before  resort  to  these  or  like  lo- 
calities when  rites  of  purification  on  a  large  scale  had  to  be 
performed,  7fcnT.  Why,  John  could  have  taken  them  to  the 
pool  of  Siloam,  and  could  have  dipped  up  a  pitcher  fall  aad 
that  would  have  suflicod  for  sprinkling  a  thousand.  But  I 
want  to  know  how  I  am  conmiitted  to  the  theorv  that  all  the 
l)nrilit.iUions  of  the  Old  Testament  were  so  many  baptisms. 
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I  will  tell  him  how  I  will  commit  myself  to  it  In  every  case 
of  purification  when  tavd  is  used,  I  will  say  that  was  by  the 
immersion  of  the  whole  body,  but  in  no  other  cases;  and 
there  were  divers  immersions  for  different  kinds  of  purification. 

I  will  produce  just  one  from  many  authorities  to  settle  this 

point  forever: 

''Rabbi  Maimonidbs.  ''Wherever  in  the  law  washing  of  the  fleah  or 
clothes  is  mentioned,  it  means  nothing  else  than  dipping  of  the  whole  body 
in  a  laver;  for  if  a  man  dips  himself  all  over  except  the  tip  of  his  little 
finger,  he  is  still  in  his  undeanness.'^ 

"Everyone  that  is  baptized  [as  they  were,  on  coming  from  the  market,] 
must  immerse  the  whole  bodyJ*  "In  a  laver  which  holds  forty  seafis 
[about  one  hundred  gaUons]  of  water,  every  defiled  person  dips  himself, 
except  a  profluvious  man ;  and  in  it  they  dip  aU  unclean  vessels.  A  bed 
that  is  whoUy  defiled,  if  he  dip  it  part  by  part,  is  pure.  If  he  dip  the  bed 
in  the  pool,  fUthou^  its  feet  are  plunged  in  the  thick  clay  at  the  bottom 
of  the  pool,  it  is  clean.  What  shall  he  do  with  a^iUo  w  or  bolster  of  skin  ? 
He  must  dip  them  and  lift  them  out  by  the  fringes.'' 

Well,  my  sixth. 

But  before  I  go  to  that  let  me  briefly  recur  to  another  point. 

He  said:  **Why  not  bring  fresh  modem  authority  in  refer- 
ence to  the  meaning  of  the  passage,  'buried  with  Christ  in 
baptism.' "    Well,  I  will  read  on  this  subject  from  Conybeare, 

and  Howson : 

"With  Him,  therefore,  we  were  buried  by  the  baptism  wherein  we 
ahared  his  death  [when  we  sank  beneath  the  waters]  Ac,  This  clause 
which  is  here  left  elliptical,  is  AiUy  expressed  in  Col.  11:12.  This  passage 
CAonot  be  understood  unless  it  be  l)ome  in  mind  that  the  primitive  bap- 
tisin  was  by  inmiersion.'' — Notes  on  Horn.  vi. 

Then,  Mr.  President,  you  know  something  about  the  power 
of  evidence.  He  says:  "My  friend  can  bring  up  a  hundred 
authorities  in  support  of  his  views,  but  I  can  bring  up  hun- 
dreds too."  But  here  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  mine  are 
all  made  up  of  Pedobaptist  authorities. 

Moses  Stuart  thus  comments  on  this  passage; 

"As  many  of  us  as  have  become  devoted  to  Christ  by  Baptism ;  aa  many 
m  have  been  consecrated  to  Christ  by  baptism ;  or  been  laid  under  pecu- 
liar obligations,  or  taken  upon  them  a  peculiar  relation  to  him,  by  being 
baptiied." 

We  have  been  baptized  into  his  death ;  i.  e.,  we  have,  as  it  were,  been 
made  partakers  of  his  deatli  by  Imptism;  we  have  come  under  s]>ecial  re- 
btioo  to  his  death;  we  have  engaged  to  die  unto  sin,  as  he  die<l  for  it; 
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we  hare  ft  oonmTauoo  or  partxaptttkiQ  in  demth  to  sm;  eomp.  Bom.  6:6; 
GaL  tL :  19.  IXe  bomg  baptxaed  imio  hit  death  is,  therefore,  an  tntpnuJ, 
XDOintL  ^-puitoal  ttiing,  cf  wchieh  the  C2iermtl  riU  qf  bcqdUm  iM  omf^  a  ^^m^ 
b^A:  ffjr  the  rdatkm  9gmbd&Ded  b^  baptiMm  it  m  tCt  onm.  maimre  tpiriimai 

arid  moraLP 

His  theory,  then,  you  see,  coincided  with  whst  I  hcve 

advanced. 


I  will  DOW  resume  where  I  coDcluded  my  fifth  ftrgomeDt,  ftc 
Sixth  AKGrMEsrr. — Christ  clearly  indicated  the  Acno9 

OF  Hlf   BAPTISM  AKD  OF  ChRISTIAX    BAPTISM  FOR  ALL  TIMB  WHEN 
HE  IiECXARED  THAT  D?  IT   HE   SYMBOLICALLY  fulfiJlled  oU  rigkttCmS- 

CoKCLCSivE  ArTHORiTY.  I  offer  one  authority  my  opponent 
never  questions.  In  the  Wilkes-Ditzler  debate,  page  483,  Eld. 
Ditzler,  sp»eaking  of  the  lustration  of  Judith,  declares  that, 
were  it  immerse,  it  would  at  least  be  ^''fist^n  pegeti^^  accusa- 
tive case,  with  ««  into,  not  ''"epu  at." 

So  I  say  now,  we  have  the  very  expression  Eld.  Ditzler  calls 
for  in  the  declaration  t>f  Mark :  ^And  he  [Christ]  was  bap- 
tized of  him  eis  ton  Jordanen.-'  Christ,  therefore,  was  immersed 
by  John  into  the  Jordan.  It  will  not  be  creditable  to  any 
scholar  to  denv  it. 

» 

Having  developed  in  a  former  speech  the  full  meaning  of 
this  phrase  to  break  the  force  of  my  opjK)nent's  unsupported 
asserti* »n,  I  will  support  my  views  by  two  or  three  ailthoritieab 

The  great  McKnight,  Presbyterian,  says: 

*<lirist*s  baptism  was  not  the  baptism  of  repmtance,  for  he  never  com- 
mitted any  »n,  bat  be  submitted  to  be  baptized — that  is,  to  be  boned  under 
the  water  by  John,  and  to  be  raised  up  out  of  it  again  as  an  emblem  of 
his  ftiture  death  and  resurrection.  In  like  manner  the  baptinn  of  beUev- 
ers  is  emblematical  of  their  death  and  resurrection.  Pretiminaiy  Beny 
on  EpiBtles." 

Joel  Jones,  LL  D.,  President  of  Girard*  College,  in  ^Jeaua 

and  the  Coming  Glory :" 

-*  \Saf[^  it,*  etc,  rather  aphe*  arte^  ^su£&r  at  thit  time.*  There  is  a  tadt 
allu.^'ion  to  another  time  or  coming,  as  if  the  Lord  had  said,  'I  have  now 
«v#me  to  ofler  the  human  body  [he  should  have  said  to  poor  out  his  own 
tvKil]  as  a  sacrifice  for  sin.  and  the  baptism  of  it,  which  I  seek  at  your 
han<i>,  is  a  typical  showing  forth  of  the  sacrifice  I  am  to  make ;  bat  I 
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shall  come  at  another  time,  and  at  that,  my  second  coming,  thla  rite  will 
not  be  proi>er,  Ibr  then  I  will  come  without  a  sin  offering,  not  in  a  body 
to  be  sacrificed  for,  bat  in  glory.'  May  we  not  suppose  that  the  Lord  then 
drst  made  known  to  him  the  mystery  of  his  suffering  and  his  death  ?  It 
was  after  that,  too,  that  John  called  JesUs  the  Lamb  of  God  Who  taketh 
away  the  sin  of  the  world.  John  oould  take  part  with  hhn  in  this  typi- 
cally set  forth  'thus  it  becometh  ua.' " 

Kendrick,  in  his  notes  on  Olshausen,  says : 

"The  law  required  not  that  he  should  submit  himself  to  John's  baptism, 
but  it  did  require  that  an  expiation  should  be  offered,  and  his  willingness 
to  offer  this,  was  expressed  by  Christ  in  the  symbolic  rite  of  baptism ;  thus 
his  baptism  was  a  tyi>e  and  prophecy  of  the  real  baptism  of  death  and 
resurrection." 

S.  H.  Ford)  LL.  D.^  on  Symbolism  of  Baptism,  beautifully 
says: 

''Jesus  was  baptized  for  his  death->to  image  or  declare  it  He  was  bap- 
tized to  show  how  an  atonement  [satisfaction]  must  be  made;  how  a 
righteousness  must  be  brought  in ;  how  the  law  must  be  met  and  honored. 
His  baptism  was /or  these  great  ends,  designed  to  show  forth  these  as  its 
object  and  purpose.  For  this  it  was  instituted.  This  gave  it,  and  stiU 
gives  it  all  its  importance.  It  is /or  righteousness,  it  shows  how  it  was 
ftilfilled ;  it  is  for  remission,  it  shows  how  it  was  secured ;  it  is  for  salva- 
tion, it  shows  it,  expresses  it,  declares  it" 

«Thus  did  the  glorious  Prince  of  Life 

All  righteousness  ftilfill, 
Li  emblem  of  that  fearfhl  strife 
Where,  by  his  Father's  will. 
He  sank  beneath  death's  darker  flood. 
And  Angels  saw  him  bathed  in  blood." 

Sbvbnth  Argument.    Christ  clearlt  defines  the  action 

OF  HIS  baptism,  when  HE  COMPARED  THE  SUFFERINGS  HE  WAS  TO 
UNDERGO  TO  HIS  BAPTISM  IN  THE  JORDAN. 

He  said,  "I  have  a  baptism  to  be  baptized  in,  and  how  am  I 
straightened  till  it  be  accomplished  ?" 

He  certainly  did  not  refer  to  a  slight  sprinkling  of  suffering, 
but  to  that  overwhelming  of  anguish  and  suffering,  when  he 
made  his  sonl  an  offering  for  sin ;  when  the  chastisement  of 
our  peace  was  laid  upon  him,  when  he  sank  in  death,  and  was 
buried  in  the  grave  and  rose  again.  This  was  symbolically 
fulfilled  or  foreshadowed  in  his  baptism  in  the  Jordan,  and  to 
this  he  evidently  alludes  in  this  passage. 

David,  as  the  type  of  Christ,  represents  him  as  saying.    See 
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Bailej,  p.  232 :  Pa.  Ixix,  14,  15,  ''Let  me  be  delivered  from 
them  that  hold  me,  and  out  of  the  deep  waters.  Let  not  the 
waterfloods  overflow  me,  neither  let  the  deep  swallow  me  up, 
and  let  not  the  pit  shut  her  mouth  upon  me." 

Ps.  Ixxxviii,  7,  and  16, 17,  "Thy  wrath  lieth  hard  upon  me, 
and  thou  hast  afflicted  me  with  all  thy  waves.  ♦  *  *  Thy 
fierce  wrath  goeth  over  me ;  thy  terrors  have  cut  me  offi  They 
come  round  about  me  daily  like  water ;  they  compassed  me 
about  together."  Also  Ps.  cxxiv,  4,  5,  Ps.  xviii,  16,  Ps.  zxxii,  6. 

Eighth  Abgumeitt.    But  we  have  the  explicit  and  unmis* 

TAKABLE  TESTIMONY  OF  THE  HOLY  SpIRIT  BY  THE  PEW  OF  PaUL, 
TELLING  US  THE  ACT  WHICH  ChRIST  RECEIVED   AT  THE   HANDS    OF 

John.    Rom.  vi,  3-5— i.  e.  a  burial,  a  planting  in  the  like- 

NESS  OF  DEATH. 

If  this  alludes  to  wetter  baptism,  which  it  must,  since  Christ 
never  was  baptized  in  the  Spirit,  then  he  was  buried  by  John  ^ 
in  the  waters  of  the  J ord^Uy  planted  in  the  likeness  of  his  own 
future  death.  We  know  that  when  a  person  or  thing  is  "fturiwf ' 
it  is  **coveredup"  so  when  a  seed  is  planted,  it  is  buried  in  the 
earth.  Here  we  hiave  two  inspired  definitions  of  baptidzo^  which 
we  must  receive,  unless  we  are  willing  to  profane  the  Spirit's 
teachings. 

Baptize^  "to  bwry^^^  "to  plant"  to  "cot?er  wholly  out  of  tight." 
But  the  phrase  "  planted  in  the  likeness  of  death,"  is,  if  possible, 
still  stronger.  What  is  the  likeness  of  death  ?  There  is  only 
one  likeness  of  death  in  the  universe.  Some  years  ago  a  reward 
of  one  thousand  gold  dollars  was  offered  to  any  artist  who 
would  paint  two  likenesses  of  death.  No  one  has  yet  claimed  ' 
the  reward.  I  will  guarantee  that  Eld.  D.  shall  have  that 
reward,  if  he  will  only  suggest  two.  The  Holy  Spirit  says  the 
not  a,  and  this  implies  that  there  is  but  one  likeness  of  death, 
as  when  I  maintain  that  immersion  is  the  act  which  Christ 
commanded,  I  maintain  he  commanded  no  other  act,  as  sprink- 
ling or  pouring.  A  burial  is  the  likeness  of  death,  and  the  onfy 
likeness  of  death. 

Let  Eld.  D.  exercise  his  logical  talent  upon  this  position  and 
overthrow  it,  or  fiiiling  to  do  so,  let  him  honestly  and  frankly 
admit  its  conclusive  force.    It  is  simply  conclusive  and  unan- 
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swerable.  Let  him  meet  it  He  will  not  essay  to  do  it  That 
the  apostle  does  refer  to  water  baptism  here,  is  not  only  obvi- 
ous to  the  common,  reader,  but  frankly  admitted  by  all  the 
most  learned  Pedobaptists  whose  works  have  reached  us ;  the 
only  exceptions  are  a  few  controversialists. 

"Cyril,  made  Bishop  of  Jerusalem  in  A.  D.  350,  writing  in  Greek,  says: 
'For  as  Jesus  assuming  the  sins  of  the  world  died,  that  having  slain  sin 
he  might  raise  thee  up  in  righteousness,  so  also  thou,  going  down  into  the 
water  {katabas  eia  hudoTy)  and  in  a  manner  buried  in  the  toater,  {kai 
iropon  Una  en  tois  kudasi  iapkeis ),  as  he  is  in  the  rock,  ■  art  raised  again, 
walking  in  newness  of  life.'— ( Ins.  iii^  on  Brnp.,  xil ).'' 

" Basil,  made  Bishop  of  Caesarea  in  A.  D.  370,  says:  'Imitating  the 
burial  of  Christ  ky  the  immersion  ( iia  iou  bapiiam^atoe )  •  for  the  bodies  of 
those  immersed  (bapiidtomenon )  are^  as  it  were,  buried  in  the  vtater  (enihaptai 
to  hudaii)J  (On  the  Holy  Spirit,  c,  xv,  36).  Again:  '*The  water  pre- 
sents the  image  of  death,  receiving  the  body  as  in  a  tomb.'  Also,  on 
Bap,  b.  i.  c  i,  4 :  *  Which  we  seem  to  have  covenanted  by  the  immersion 
(  baptismaioe )  in  toaier  (en  to  httdati, )  professing  to  have  been  crucified  with, 
to  have  been  buried  with,'  etc" 

"Gbegoby,  of  Nazianzen,  born  about  A.  D.  330:  'Let  us.  therefore, 
be  buried  with  Clirist  by  the  immertion  (  dia  tou  baptismatos ),  that  we  may 
also  rise  with  him ;  let  us  go  down  with  him, that  we  may  also  be  exalted 
with  hhn.'    Disc.  iO,onthe  Holy  Bap^^ 

"  John,  of  Demascus,  bom  about  the  end  of  the  seven thcentury: '  For 
the  immersion  (to  baptisma)  shows  the  Lord's  death.  We  are  indeed 
buried  with  the  Lord  by  the  imtnersion  (dia  ten  baptismatos^ )  as  says  the  holy 
apostle.'— On  the  Ortho.  Faith,  b.  iv,  c.  9." 

"Chbysostom,  made  Bishop  and  Patriareh  of  Constantinoide  in  A.  D. 
SOS:  'For  to  be  immersed  (bapiiesthai,)  and  to  sink  down,  then  to  emerge, 
is  a  fiymbol  of  the  descent  into  the  under  worlds  and  of  the  ascent  from 
thence.  Therefore  Paul  calls  the  immersion  ( to  baptisma )  the  burial,  say- 
ing, 'We  were  buried,  therefore,  with  him  by  the  immersion  into  death.' 
— (  Own,  on  ICor.  Disc  xl,  1 )." 

"Tebtullian. — '  Elnow  ye  not  that  so  many  of  us  as  were  immersed, 
(  Uncti  9umM» )  were  immersed  ( tincH  tumua, )  into  his  death  ? '  ( Quo.  of 
Bom.  vl,  3.  On  the  Hesurrection  qf  the  Bodff\  chap.  xlviL)  Again: 
*  We  are  three  times  immersed,  (ter  mergtmur),  answering  somewhat 
more  than  the  Lord  prescribed  in  the  gospel.' " 

S'LiMBOBCH. — "The  apostle  alludes  to  the  manner  of  baptizing,  not  as 
practiced  at  this  day,  which  is  performed  by  sprinkling  of  water,  but  as 
administered  of  old,  in  the  primitive  church,  by  immersing  the  whole 
body  in  water,  a  short  continuance  in  the  water,  and  a  speedy  emersion 
out  of  the  water.'— CbiTi.,  in  Epis  ad  Bom.  vi,  4." 

"  P.  Mabtyr.--"As  Christ,  by  baptism,  hath  drawn  us  with  him  into  his 
^iealth  and  burial,  so  he  hath  drawn  us  out  into  lif&  Thus  doth  the  dipping 
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into  water,  and  iflsaing  forth  again  signify,  when  we  are  bi^tijsed.'— Ota. 
oofie.  the  Bes.  qf  ChrUt^  p.  11. 

"  F.  Spanhejous.—'  This  rite  of  imma!8ion  and  of  bringing  out  of  tha 
baptismal  water  was  common  and  promiscuous  in  the  i^Mstolic  age. 
Whence  the  apostle  alludes  to  it,  as  a  rite  common  to  all  Christiaii&' 
(Bom.  vi,  4;  CoL  ii,  12)—Dupu,  de  Bap. pro  Mortu.,  p.  1«." 

**Bos6UET. — *The  new  birth  of  a  believer  is  more  express  in  immeiv 
sion  than  in  bare  inftisiou  or  ai^)erslon.  For  the  believer  being  plunged 
in  the  watar  of  baptism,  is  buried  with  Jesus  Christy  as  the  apoeUe 
expreases  it ;  and  coming  out  of  the  water  quits  the  tomb  with  his  Savior, 
and  more  perfectly  represents  the  mystery  of  Jesus  Christ  who  regener- 
ates him.  Meraion,  in  which  the  water  is  applied  to  the  whole  hody^  and 
to  all  its  parts;  also  more  perfectly  signifies  that  a  man  is  ftiUy  and 
entirely  wa^ed  from  his  defilements.^ — In  StenneU,  p.  178. '' 

*^Bp.  Fell. — ^Tbe  i»imitive  fashion  of  immersion  under  thewater, 
r^resenting  our  death,  and  elevation  again  out  of  it,  our  resorrectioa  or 
regeneration.' — On  the  EpisUe  of  St,  BoLtd^  on  Bom.  vi,  i." 

*'J.  J.  Wetsteix. — 'John  baptized  in  the  river  Jordan,  in  Enon, 
^*  because  there  was  much  water,''  ( John  iii,  23 ) ;  and  Christ,  when  be 
was  baptized,  went  down  into  the  water,  ( Matthew  iii,  16 ).  And  Chrift* 
tians,  in  baptism,  are  said  to  put  off  their  clothes  ( GaL  iu,  27 )  to  be 
washed,  ^Htus  iii,  5),  and  to  be  buried  und^  the  watn*,  (Bom.  vi,  4); 
all  which  are  expressive,  not  of  sprinkling,  but  of  dipf^ng. — Cbtn.  oo 
Matthew  iii,  6." 

'*  BuDDEL^ — '  Immersion,  which  was  used  in  former  times,  was  a  synn 
bol  and  an  image  of  the  death  and  burial  of  Christ;  and  at  the  same  time 
it  informs  us  that  the  remains  of  sin,  which  are  called  the  old  man,  aNw^ld 
be  mortified.'— Z>o^.  Theol.,  1.  v.  c.  i.,  I  S." 

**  Luther. — 'That  the  minister  dippeth  a  child  into  the  water,  aigni- 
fieth  death ;  that  he  again  bringeth  hun  out  of  it,  signifieth  life  6o  FmiI 
exi>huns  it  i  Romans  vi, )  *  *  *  Being  moved  by  this  reason,  I  would 
have  those  that  are  to  be  baptized,  to  be  entirely  immersed,  as  the  word 
imports  and  the  mystery  signifies.*— /n  Dr,  Du  Veily  •  ou  AcU  vii^  SS, 
Fidf  Luihcri  CcUechU.  Mttiorr 

'*  Baxter. — *  In  our  baptism  we  are  dipped  under  the  water,  as  aigni- 
Qring  our  covenant  profession,  that  as  he  was  buried  for  sin,  we  are  deed 
and  buried  to  sin.' — I^vra,  on  the  Sew  Tc-ttament,  on  JRomana  «,  ^^ 

*'Dr.  Haxmoxd.— 'It  is  a  thing  that  every  Christian  knows,  that  the 
immersion  in  baptism  refers  to  the  death  of  Christ ;  the  putting  the  per- 
son into  the  water  denotes  and  proclaims  the  death  and  burial  of  Christ.' 
On  Romans  vi,  3." 

**  Dr.  el  Harwood. — *  When  we  were,  therefore,  immersed  in  baptiBm 
into  the  belief  of  his  death.*  {  Romans  vi,  4^  ^With  him  have  yon  been 
interred  in  your  baptismal  immersion.* — C\>1.  ii,  12." 

**  Dr.  Barrio w. — •  The  action  is  baptizing,  or  immersing  in  water.  •  • 
*  *    The  mersion  als4>  in  water,  and  the  emersion  thence,  doth  figure 

our  death,'  eti\— 11  urJt*,  vol.  i,  pp.  SlS-SilV 
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"  Db.  8.  Clarke.— *  Romans  viii,  11.  And  thi«  was  most  significantly 
represented  by  their  descending  into  tlie  water,  and  rising  out  of  it  again. 
For  as  Christ  descended  into  the  earth,  and  was  raised  again  ftom  the 
dead  by  the  glory  of  the  Father,  so  persons  baptized  were  buried  with 
him  by  baptism  into  death,  (Bomans  vi,  4),  and  rose  again  after  the 
similitude  of  his  resurrection.' — Three  Essays^  p.  12." 

'*  WESiiEY. — ^  "Buried  with  him,"  alluding  to  the  ancient  manner  of 
baptizing  by  immersion.' — ( Notes  on  Roman  vi,  4)." 

"Pbesby.  Review. — *  We  cannot  but  regret,  therefore,  that  Mr.  Ewing 
should  have  been  guilty  of  so  many  gross  and  glaring  blunders  in  his 
endeavor  to  make  out  a  case  in  favor  of  sprinkling.  ♦  ♦  ♦  We  have 
rarely  met,  for  example,  with  a  more  weak  and  fancifUl  piece  of  reason- 
ing than  that  by  which  Mr.  Ewing  would  persuade  us  that  there  is  no 
allusion  to  the  mode  by  immersion  in  the  expression,  "buried  with  him 
in  baptism."  This  point  ought  to  be  frankly  admitted,  and,  indeed,  can- 
not be  denied  with  any  show  of  reason.' — Vol.  i,  p.  531." 

"Oi^HAUSEN. — *In  this  place  we  must  by  no  means  think  of  their 
own  resolutions  only  in  baptism,  or  see  no  more  in  it  than  a  figure,  as  if 
by  the  one-half  of  Uie  ancient  rite  of  baptism,  the  submersion^  the  death 
and  burial  of  the  old  man — by  the  second  half,  the  emersion^  the  resur- 
rection of  the  new  man — ^were  no  more  than  prefigured,'  etc. — Com.  on 
Rom.  vi,  S,  4." 

"Tholuck. — *The  baptismal  symbol  itself  may  be  regarded  as  a  figure 
of  the  death  of  Christ ;  and,  accordingly,  he  in  this  verse  represents  the 
Christian  uindergoing  baptism  as  being  in  some  sort  buried  with  the 
Savior.'  'For  the  explanation  of  this  figurative  description  of  the  bap- 
tismal rite,  it  is  necessary  to  call  attention  to  the  well  known  circumstance 
that,  in  the  early  days  of  the  church,  persons,  when  beptized,  were  first 
plunged  below,  and  then  raised  above  the  water,  to  which  practice, 
according  to  the  direction  of  the  apostle,  the  early  Christians  gave  a  sym- 
bolic import' — On  Romans  vi,  4." 

"Bp.  Elucott,  on  Col.  ii,  12,  says,  referring  to  Romans  vi,  4;  "There 
seems  no  reason  to  doubt  (with  Eadie)  that  both  here  and  Rom.  1,  c.  2, 
there  is  an  allusion  to  the  katadusis  and  anadusis  in  baptism.' — Com.^^ 

"Dr.  a.  Barnes. — 'It  is  altogether  probable  that  the  apostle  in  this 
place  had  allusion  to  the  custom  of  baptizing  by  immersion.' " 

"Bp.  Bbown. — 'The  comparison  of  baptism  to  burying  and  rising  up 
again,  ( Romans  vi ;  Col.  ii, )  has  been  already  referred  to  as  probably 
derived  fix)m  the  custom  of  immersion.' — In  Dr.  Smith's  Dictionary  of 
Bible.    Art  Bap. 

"Dr.  BiiOOMPiELD.—' There  is  plainly  a  reference  to  the  ancient  mode 
of  baptism  by  immersion ;  and  I  agree  with  Koppe  and  RosenmuUer  that 
there  Is  reason  to  regret  it  should  have  been  abandoned  in  most  Christian 
ohurcheSi  especially  as  it  has  so  evidently  a  reference  to  the  mystic  sense 
of  baptiflm.'  '  Wetstein  adverts  to  the  figurative  use  of  bury  as  employed 
of  plimgiDg  under  water.'    Theophylact  observes  '  that  as  we  are  by  bap- 
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tfum  hnrliyl  in  the  wacer,  so  Christ  was  bmiBfi  in  the  wrth.'— r€HL  JMg^ 
in  Romans  vl,  -I.-' 

-'CoyvBSARS  AJTD  Hbw90!r.'*This  pasH^e  (saniHiC  be 
iinl«9w  it  bM  borne  in  mind  chat  the  primitive  baptism,  was  by 
-fjfe  and  EpiMea  *if  PbuL,  voL  ii,  p.  HMJ^ 

Can  any  one  who  has  any  respect  for  tiie  andLoritT  oi  God's 

word,  or  the  nnited  learning  of  eighteen  centnriea  presome  to 

'leny  that  these  padsagea  reter  to  water  bapti:}m^  the  act  of 

immeniioQ  that  Christ  received  at  the  hands  of  John,  and 

which  he  enjoined  npoa  all  his  disciples?     It  is  the  part  of 

'»n<lor  to  acknowledge  it.    It  woald  be  doing  oatrage  to 

inAoirahon  to  deny  it.     If  it  does  allade  to  water  baptism, 

then  Chrii^t  was  (mtntd  when  he  was  baptized,  as  were  his  apoa- 

flea  and  all  the  New  Testament  Christians. 

I  clof^  here  my  argnment  on  the  *igu3  hqhunuH  drawn  from 
the  records  of  John's  ministry,  and  have  established  the  £eict 
beyond  the  possibility  of  snccessfal  contradiction  or  reasonable 
donbt,  that  John  was  commanded  to  immerse,  and  only  to 
immer<4^,  and  that  be  did  immerse,  and  only  immerse,  those 
wborn  he  l>aptized,  and  therefore  the  blessed  Savior  and  his 
apoAtle-^  were  immersed,  and  that  this  was  the  beginning  of 
the  g^>«>tpel  diHfyensation,  Mark,  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  expressly 
telU  n^,  chapter  i,  1,  2. 

In  reviewing  the  eight  unmoved  and  immovable  foundations 

of  the  massive  argument  drawn  from  John's  ministry,  I  feel 

that  I  am   fully  authorized  to  use    the    language  that    Dr. 

.Snmmcr«  used  with  reference  to  another  question: 

"  My  aricumcnt  has  nothing  to  fear  from  the  labor,  learning,  sophis- 
try,  or  iiciioranc?e  of  itH  imjHigners,  *  *  *  as  nothing  can  prove  that 
falw  which  Ut  demonHtratively  true."— [ITmc  out.] 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  SIXTH  SPEECH. 

Qbntlbmbn  Modbrators: — I  congratulate  myself  that  the 
Doctor's  argument  was  so  light  and  unsubstantial,  that  the 
fall  of  the  gavel  destroyed  it,  as  he  admits.  So  I  need  not 
spend  much  time  with  it. 

We  certainly  endorse  his  condemnation  of  the  folly  of 
Ewing  in  the  wild  definition  he  gave  in  his  Essay  or  Treatise 
on  Baptism.  -  He  tells  us  of  the  Presbyterian  Review,  what  it 
says  of  those  who  do  not  bow  to  their  opinion  on  these  matters. 
Now  Beza,  the  profoundest  biblical  critic  of  the  sixteenth  cen- 
tury, Moses  Stuart  and  Hodge,  two  of  the  most  eminent  com- 
mentators America  has  produced,  two  of  which  are  most 
eminent  Presbyterians — either  one  of  them  far  superior  to 
these  men  in  scholarship  and  far  beyond  them  in  fame — aU 
assert  that  Rom.  vi,  3-4,  is  not  an  allusion  to  water  baptism. 
Why  does  not  the  Review  condemn  themf  He  had  not 
biblical  knowledge  enough  to  know  that  they  had  jthus  written, 
we  apprehend. 

All  the  authorities  quoted  by  the  gentleman  in  his  last 

speech,  go  on  the  assumption  that  the  allusion  of  Rom.  vi,  4, 

is  to  water  baptism.    And  the  entire  fabric  of  the  speech  just 

delivered,  is  based  upon  this  sandy  foundation.     This  passage 

is  clearly  explained  by  another  indited  by  the  same  apostle — 

1  Cor.  xii,  13  : 

"For  by  one  Spirit  are  we  all  baptized  into  one  body,  whether  we  be 
Jews  or  Gentiles,  whether  we  be  bond  or  free;  and  have  been  all  made  to 
drink  into  one  Spirit'' 

Here  Paul  declares  that  all  Christians  whether  they  be  con- 
verts from  Judaism,  or  whether  they  be  Gentile  converts,  are 
by  one  Spirit  all  baptized  into  one  body.  But  Dr.  Graves 
does  not  believe.  Baptists  generally  do  not  believe,  that  water 
baptism  incorporates  a  man  in  the  body  of  Christ  or  makes 
him  to  drink  of  his  spirit.  But  there  is  a  baptism  as  we  here 
see  that  does  do  that,  and  this  is  the  same  baptism,  that  is 
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called  "  one  baptism,"  Eph.  iv,  4,  the  effect  of  which  puts  as 
into  Christ,  crucifies  us  with  him — its  effect  is  we  are  buried 
into  death — "delivers  (eis)  into  death  always,  2  Cor.  iv,  10-11, 
that  makes  us  partakers  of  "  the  power  of  his  resurrection.** 
This  is  that  "one  baptism"  of  which  all  true  believers  par- 
take and  of  which  water  baptism  is  merely  a  symbol.  Of 
water  baptism,  Paul  uses  the  plural  form — Heb.  vi.  2 — ^**  doc- 
trine of  Baptisms"  where  Christian  baptism  occurs, as  well  as 
of  Jewish  baptism — Lx,  10. 

Water  baptism  indeed  has  its  value  and  importance,  but 
apart  from  its  spiritual  significance,  it  amounts  to  nothing. 
As  the  Apostle  Paul  says  of  a  Jew,  "  he  is  not  a  Jew  which 
is  one  outwardly  in  the  flesh :  but  he  is  a  Jew,  which  is  one 
inwardly ;  and  circumcision  is  that  of  the  heart,  in  the  spirit, 
and  not  in  the  letter;  whose  praise  is  not  of  man  but  of  God.** 
And  yet  he  calls  them  "Jews,"  and  the  outward  circumcision 
he  calls  "circumcision,"  and  in  like  manner  the  baptism  by 
water,  he  calls  "  baptism,"  notwithstanding  it  is  that  spiritual 
baptism  that  incorporates  us  with  Christ  that  is  the  true  and 
indispensable  baptism  without  which  we  have  neither  part  nor 
lot  in  the  immunities  of  Christ's  Kingdom.  Now  this,  I 
affirm,  and  not  water  baptism,  is  that  to  which  reference  is 
made  in  Rom.  vi,  4,  "  Buried  with  him  by  baptism  into  death,** 
not  into  toater. 

The  Doctor  thinks  I  have — or  at  all  events  that  I  ought  to 
have — great  respect  for  bishops.  Well,  as  to  that,  I  respect 
a  bishop  just  as  I  do  any  other  man,  not  on  account  of  his 
exalted  position  or  of  the  functions  of  his  office,  but  for  his 
personal  merits.  I  respect  a  bishop  just  as  he  follows  Christ. 
In  the  same  way  I  respect  any  other  Christian  whether  he  be 
a  Baptist  deacon  or  a  Presbyterian  elder.  I  don't  think  my 
regard  for  the  office  would  blind  me  to  any  defects  or  blem- 
ishes in  the  character  of  a  bishop.  I  may  say  the  same  of  all 
others  in  our  church,  whether  they  be  officials  or  merely  pri- 
vate members.  And  therefore  I  say  to  those  friends  that 
when  they  belie ve  that  this  is  an  allusion  to  water  baptism, 
ninetv-seven  out  of  everv  hundred  of  these  witnesses  who 
testify  thus,  assume  that  it  is  Jewish  Proselyte  baptism  that 
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Paul  alludes  to  in  Rom.  vi,  4 — an  opinion  that  Baptists  and 
disciples  wholly  reject.  Now  of  what  value  is  my  opinion,  if 
it  is  based  wholly  on  an  error?  Tou  say  the  only  faction 
which  they  based  their  opinion,  was  not  a  fact — it  did  not  then 
exist.  Probably  baptism  in  the  fifth  and  later  centuries,  "  was 
by  immersion,  though  not  always,"  (Castell,  Pocock,  etc.)  and 
these  men  held  this  form  of  it  to  have  existed  before  Christ. 
As  you  reject  their  only  support,  you  destroy  the  value  of 
their  testimony  and  have  no  support.  Of  all  the  witnesses 
Dr.  G.  introduces  to  support  his  views,  an  average  of  ninety- 
seven  do  not  believe  with  him  on  baptidzo^  but  with  me.  I 
readily  grant  that  in  the  dark  ages  of  superstition,  the  Jews 
in  baptizing  Gentiles,  immersed  them  up  to  the  neck  for 
hours  to  soak  the  Gentile  dog  out  of  them  and  the  grace  of 
God  into  them,  as  they  believed  with  many  heathens  that 
grace  was  imparted  to  the  water  by  the  Spirit,  and  immersed 
them.  They  did  not  immerse  Jews  though,  but  they  baptized 
themselves  by  aflFusion,  save  in  the  later  dark  ages  for  rare 
uncleanliness,  and  then  never  for  mode — no  value  was  attached 
to  MODE,  but  the  object  was  to  wash  every  part — bring  all  the 
man  into  contact  with  the  water;  and  dipping  was  a  very  con- 
venient way. 

We  challenge  Dr.  Graves  to  the  task — he  cannot  find  a 

PLACE  IN  THE  WORLD  WHERE  BAPTISM  WAS  PERFORMED    OS   he  and 

his  church  perform  ity  earlier  than  the  fourth  (ith)  century  after 
Christ.  He  cannot  find  a  place  where  it  was  performed  by  a 
single  dip  under  water,  earlier  than  then.  And  when  his  way 
of  performing  it  was  first  introduced,  it  caused  a  split  in  the 
church,  was  denounced  as  a  "  heresy,"  an  "innovation "  by 
the  church.  He  can  find  in  Tertullian,  at  the  close  of  the 
second  or  beginning  of  the  third  century,  where  baptism  was 
performed  by  three  dips,  attended  with  anointing,  giving  honey, 
milk,  etc.,  all  of  which  shows  how  far  superstition  had  over- 
come the  simplicity  of  the  faith,  and  Tertullian  admits  they 
had  not  gospel  authority  for  what  they  did.  The  moment  we 
meet  with  immersion  at  all,  we  meet  with  it  covered  all  over 
with  superstition  and  innovation. 

How  oft  must  we  fight  over  Romans  vi,  4?    The  Doctor 
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started  off  as  if  he  meant  a  philological  argnment.  The 
moment  we  took  up  the  gauntlet,  for  so  many  years  pressed 
upon  our  people,  he  flies  to  Jordan,  to  Enon,  and  to  "  buried 
by  baptism  into  death" — always  omitting  the  last  words — 
never  quoting  it  all,  or  as  it  is,  as  a  rule.  Note  what  Paul 
says  is,  "  Shall  we  continue  in  sin  ?  "  No.  "  How  shall  we  who 
ARE  dead  to  sin — [notice  the  present  tense]  live  any  longer 
therein  ?  Know  ye  not  that  so  many  of  us  as  were  baptized 
INTO  Jesus  Christ — not  into  xcater — no  immersion  here— were 
baptized  into  his  death?"  Notice  now  the  effects  of  this. 
He  draws  a  conclusion — makes  a  deduction — ^'^  Therefore  we 
ARE  buried  [^now^  we  cordinue  in  this  state] — through  the 
{taeii)  baptisms,  [i.  e.  of  the  Spirit]  into  deathJ^  The  context 
sustains  this — he  is  crucified — he  is  dead  to  sin — is  alive  to 
Christ — all  present  tense.    All  Greek  Grammars  support  this. 

Here  we  are  baptized  into  Christ — baptized  into  his  death. 
Now  then,  if  that  is  water  baptism  it  puts  us  into  Jesus  Christ. 
To  be  consistent,  therefore.  Dr.  Graves  must  hold  that  baptism 
by  water  is  a  saving  and  regenerating  ordinance.  The  efiect 
of  baptism  into  death  is  to  infuse  into  the  recipient  a  new  and 
spiritual  life,  that  like  as  Christ  was  raised  up  from  the  dead 
by  the  glory  of  the  Father  even  so  we  also  should  walk  in 
newness  of  life.  Now  mark,  too,  the  force  of  the  present 
tense,  "  are  buried."  On  the  hypothesis  of  the  reference  here 
being  to  spiritual  baptism,  the  whole  matter  is  clear  and  con- 
gruous to  the  last  degree;  but  if  the  reference  be  to  tDOier 
baptism,  then  they  were  still  under  the  water.  It  is  in  the 
present  tense,  sustained  by  the  Greek.  Now  if  it  was  a  literal 
or  physical  baptism,  then  by  baptism  they  were  put  physically, 
literally,  into  Jesus  Christ's  physical  body.  That  is  infinitely 
absurd.  If  the  buried  into  Christ  be  the  effect  of  water  bap- 
tism, it  is  fatal.  Is  Dr.  Graves  prepared  to  accept  the  full 
length  of  his  own  principles  and  to  concede  this  renewing 
power  or  efficacy  to  water  baptism?    It  haa  been  already 

iwn  that  different  countries  have  had  various  methods  of 

QDg  of  their  dead,  and  the  Greek  word  applies  to  anji 

1  of  the  dead^-on  funeral  piles,  scafiblds,  in  caves,  etc., 

a  the  ground.    Thus,  Jeremiah  xxii,  19,  has  this  con- 
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ccraing  Jehoiakim  the  son  of  Josiab :  '^  He  shall  be  buried 
with  the  burial  of  an  ass,  drawn  and  cast  forth  beyond  the 
gates  of  Jerusalem."  Now  here  a  man  is  said  to  be  buried 
without  any  covering  being  implied  whatever,  but  left  to 
decay  where  dogs  and  vultures  could  prey  upon  him. 

And  then  this  same  expression,  "  planted  in  the  likeness  of 
his  death."  what  does  that  mean?  Assuredly  it  does  not 
necessarily  imply  a  covering  over.  Sometimes  when  you 
plant  a  thing  it  is  covered  up,  sometimes  it  is  not.  "  We 
shall  be  in  the  likeness  of  his  resurrection."  Now  if  we  are 
planted  into  death,  if  we  are  also  buried  into  death,  are  we 
always  under  the  water,  always  buried?  No,  sir,  all  this 
bespeaks  the  effect  of  spiritual  baptism,  this  it  is  that  puts  us 
into  Christ.  Thus  you  see,  from  tliis  text,  no  argument  can 
be  adduced  in  favor  of  immersion.  The  action  there  is  not 
water  baptism :  this  is  not  alluded  to  at  all.  Now  Beza  says 
there  is  no  allusion  to  immersion  here.  In  his  commentary 
on  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  i,  5,  he  also  says:  "the  other  is 
spoken  {ag^uae  effusae)  of  the  water  poured  by  John  upon  the 
people.^'  He  held  that  John  s  baptism  was  by  pouring.  And 
Territinus,  Witsius  and  the  fathers  of  that  day,  use  the  word 
primitive,  in  contrast,  with  *'  apostolical."  They  mean  by  primi' 
live  the  church  after  the  apostolic  age.  It  is  necessary  to  dive 
deep  into  those  old  fathers,  else  we  misundeiABtand  them.  It 
is  evident  that  he  misunderstands  those  fathers.  Beza,  Vos- 
sius,  Witsius,  Suicer,  etc.,  held  that  baptidzo  meant  to  wash  in 
any  manner  and  that  effusion  was  the  Bible  mode — that  on 
Pentecost,  in  the  house  of  Cornelius,  the  jailor,  were  all  bap- 
tized by  effusion,  as  their  writings  in  my  hand  show. 

Now,  then,  we  have  answered  all  these  points.  He  has 
reviewed  his  arguments  in  regard  to  John's  baptizing  atEnon, 
near  to  Salim.  We  have  shown  just  and  scriptural  reasons  for 
John's  going  to  Jordan — for  Philip  and  the  Eunuch  going 
down  (e£§)  to  or  into  the  water,  in  the  Bible  requirement  for 
"running  water."  He  has  not  met — he  cannot  meet  those 
facts  or  break  their  force.  Why,  in  our  day,  with  no  such 
laws,  we  select  locations  for  our  own  camp-meetings,  where 
there  is  an  abundance  of  pure  water. 
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Round  Lake  was  selected  for  this  very  reason,  because  there 
was  much  water  there.  But  it  was  not  for  immendon  that  it 
was  needed,  for  they  do  not  immerse  there  much,  but  still 
they  need  much  water,  as  must  be  obvious  to  you  alL  We 
have  to  secure  a  place  where  there  is  much  water,  when  we 
have  a  ten  days'  meeting  only.  We  can  account  for  John's 
coming  to  the  Jordan  on  rational  reasons.  Dr.  Graves,  in  bis 
introductory  review  of  Stuart,  p.  15,  says :  "  These  ceremonial 
washings  were  immersions." 

Dr.  Gale,  A.  Campbell,  Carson,  Cox,  Ingham,  all  do  the 

same — all  inimersionists. 

There,  then,  vou  see  that  he  maintains  that  the  ceremonial 
washings  were  immersions.  Now  the  laver  which  we  know 
furnished  the  water  for  these  ceremonial  purifications,  was  so 
constructed  that  it  was  a  physical  impossibility  to  immerse  or 
be  dipped  in  it.  It  was  a  large  basin,  whose  topmost  edge, 
as  we  have  shown  vou,  was  tweutv-one  feet  from  the  floor. 
This  was  an  arrangement  purposely  adopted  for  the  purpose 
of  placing  it  beyond  the  danger  of  contact  with  aught  that 
might  pollute  it.  For,  had  anything  that  was  unclean  only 
touched  its  water,  the  whole  of  its  water  would  have  become 
polluted,  and  in  consequence  would  have  had  to  be  emptied 
out,  and  the  laver  purified  (Num.  81,  23;  Lev.  xi  and  xv,) 
before  it  could  have  been  used  again.  Then  Josephus  uses 
the  word  *' sprinkle,"  interchangeably  with  "wash"  here. 
Then  we  find  that  in  the  days  of  John,  baptisms  were  always 
performed  by  affusion.  John,  speaking  of  his  own  work  as 
in  contrast  with  that  of  the  Christ,  whose  harbinger  he  was, 
says:  **I  indeed  baptize  you  with  water."  Now,  how 
would  thev  understand  that?  Thev  would  understand  it  in 
the  same  sense  in  which  thev  had  used  the  term  ever  since  it 
had  been  instituted  and  observed  for  fifteen  hundred  years. 
When  Dr.  Graves  gave  us  his  views  on  the  declaration  of 
John,  that  Jesus  should  baptize  them  with  the  Holv  Ghoet 
and  with  fire,  he  explained  the  nre  as  relating  to  helL  The 
words  of  John,  if  jxaraphrased  hi  accordance  with  Dr.  Graves' 
inteTpretation  of  them  might  be  thus  rendered.  I  will  bap- 
tize you  with  water — he  will  baptize  you  with  the  Holy  Spirit 
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— ^but  it  will  do  yo  i  no  good,  for  then  he  will  send  you  down 
to  hell,  the  last  one  of  you !  Who  is  crazy  now,  Dr.  Graves 
or  Greville  Ewing!  Dr.  Graves  lays  great  stress  on  their 
coming  up  out  of  the  water,  and  makes  en  to  mean  in  instead 
of  tvUh,  But  even  the  fact  of  their  having  been  in  the  water 
is  no  evidence  whatever  of  their  having  been  immersed  in  it. 
It  is  recorded  in  the  book  of  Joshua,  that  the  children  of 
Israel  "  stood  still  in  the  Jordan,"  but  they  certainly  were  not 
immersed  in  it,  for  in  the  bed  of  the  river  where  they  stood, 
there  was  no  water  at'  all.  Mr.  Campbell  thought  he  had 
found  one  or  two  cases  where  apo  means  '*  out  of"  the  water. 
But  he  utterly  failed  to  establish  this  fact,  and  all  scholars, 
Conant,  Andersop,  the  Baptist  Bible,  at  last  abandoned  the 
theory  entirely.  It  is  never  said  of  Christ,  therefore,  that  he 
"went  out"  of  the  water.  Immersionists  have  had  to  aban- 
don that  interpretation  of  the  term,  which  they  had  relied  on 
to  prove  that  he  did  come  up  "  out  of  the  "  water.  I  am  per- 
fectly willing  to  believe  that  Philip  and  the  Eunuch  went  into 
the  water,  but  I  see  no  reason  for  supposing  that  they  were 
immersed  in  it,  as  M.  Stuart,  Baumgarten,  Bloomfield  also 
agree,  and  many  others. 

How  did  the  Pharisees  and  Jews  (Mark  vii,  3-4,)  immerse 
themselves?  They  could  not  have  done  so  by  making  use  of 
the  cisterns  which  had  been  constructed  to  hold  water  for 
family  use:  For,  if  a  man  had  immersed  himself  in  them, he 
would  have  had  no  more  water  that  could  be  used  for  his  pur- 
pose of  purification,  drinking,  cooking,  or  any  purpose,  for 
the  space  of  three  or  four  months.  But  it  is  certain  that  they 
were  not  subjected  to  such  a  deprivation  as  this,  for  we  are 
told  (Mark  vii,  8-4,)  that  "the  Pharisees  and  all  the  Jews, 
except  they  wash  their  hands  oft,  eat  not,  holding  the  tradi- 
tion of  the  elders.  And  when  they  came  from  the  market, 
except  they  wash,  [baptize — baptisantai']  they  eat  not.  And 
many  other  things  there  be  which  they  have  received  to  hold, 
as  the  washing  [baptism]  of  qups  and  pots,  brazen  vessels  and 
of  tables."  Now,  here  the  Pharisees  baptized  themselves 
every  time  they  came  from  market,  and  the  Jews  would 
not  eat   without   first   brptizing   themselves.     And    besides 
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this,  they  had  other  superstitious  reasons  for  these  washings 
or  baptisms,  which  were  of  more  than  daily  occarrence,  and 
these  could  not  have  been  performed  by  immersion,  as  a  new 
cistern  of  water  would  be  needed  at  every  baptism.  Now, 
nothing  is  more  easy  than  to  see  how  a  people,  thus  iWmiliftr 
with,  and  inured  to,  this  kind  of  ceremonial  observance, 
would  understand  the  words  of  John.  When  he  said  "I  bap- 
tize you  with  water,"  they  would  promptly  understand  that, 
as  baptism  was  always  by  affusion,  so  it  continued  when  the 
same  word  was  used.  We  saw  where  one  man  baptized  with 
hail — little  particles  of  hail. 

Now,  let  us  glance  at  the  meaning  of  the  term  primary. 
According  to  Webster,  it  means,  firsty  in  order  of  time^  original^ 
radical.  But  according  to  Dr.  Graves,  thQ  primary  meaniug 
is  the  current  meaning  of  a  word,  the  most  common  meaning 
in  which,  whether  in  writing  or  speaking,  th^  mass  of  the 
people  commonly  employ  it.  According  to  my  understand- 
ing of  language,  the  primary  meaning  of  a  word  is  the  mean- 
ing which  it  had  at  first,  the  earliest  meaning  which  we  can 
trace  in  the  use  of  the  word.  In  my  sense  of  the  term,  pri- 
rnaryy  as  applied  to  the  meaning  of  a  term,  is  the  first  in 
historical  order.  Now,  nothing  is  more  clear  than  that  the 
original  or  primary  meaning  of  baptidzo  is  to  sprinkle.  I 
willingly  concede  that  it  did  afterwards  come  to  mean  immerse, 
but  this  certainly  was  not  its  original  or  primary  import,  nor 
its  leading  one — and  dip  was  not  a  meaning  at  all.  Nay,  this 
we  proved  by  the  best  lexicons  in  the  world.  We  proved  it 
by  an  appeal  to  seven  or  eight  of  the  greatest  and  most 
learned  immersionists  that  Europe  and  America  could  pro- 
duce during  the  last  three  centuries.  We  proved  it  by  an 
appeal  to  classic  usage,  and  found  the  facts  to  be  overwhelm- 
ing. We  proved  it  by  the  universal  law  of  all  Semitic  and 
Aryan  languages — the  only  ones  with  which  the  Bible  or  we 
are  concerned.  We  demonstrated  it  to  be  contrary  to  all  the 
laws  of  language  to  travel  from  immerse  or  dip,  to  pour  or 
sprinkle — wash  or  cleanse,  intoxicate  or  drench,  overwhelm 
or  overflow.  We  showed,  from  a  host  of  examples,  elabo^ 
ated,  that  words  properly  to  immerse,  primarily  meaning  to 
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immerse  or  dip  never — no,  in  no  instance  ever  came  to  have  the 
meanings  baptidzo  confessedly  has.  But  I  showed  also  that  of 
over  Jifh/  words,  the  imiversdl  law  of  all  languages  is  to  inten- 
sify as  they  go — expand  meanings,  and  the  words  meaning 
primarily  to  sprinkle,  to  moisten,  where  it  was  by  aflPiision, 
came  to  mean  all  that  bapto^  all  that  baptidzo^  yea,  all  that 
tabhal  means.  Hence,  being  backed  by  such  fiicts,  then  demon- 
strated  as  accurately  as  a  mathematical  problem,  it  cannot  bb  wrong. 
Sprinkle  is  the  primary  meaning  of  baptidzo,  and  its  premiUngj 
current  usage  was  affusion^  always  so,  when  used  by  Jews,  up 
to  the  commission. — [Iwieout^ 
9 
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DR.  GRAVES'  SEVENTH  SPEECH. 

[  Replication.  ] 

Mr.  President:  —  I  really,  for  the  first  time,  became  a 
little  shaky  when  he  made  that  assertion  that  "with  one  fell 
stroke,  he  was  going  to  annihilate  me."  I  let  my  brother 
here  sharpen  my  pencil !  Now,  what  was  the  point  he  made, 
that  was  going  to  be  so  damaging  to  my  side?  It  was  this: 
"  That  every  one  of  us  was  baptized  by  the  Spirit  at  the  same 
time."  Thus  the  dark  storm  broke  in  its  harmless  fury,  and 
swept  not  so  much  as  a  leaf  from  the  trees.  I  never  heard 
such  a  fearful  threat  before.  Unless  I  expose  this  fallacy  of 
this  favorite  position  of  my  opponent,  as  it  is  of  sprinklers 
generally,  every  time  he  brings  it  up,  it  may  be  claimed  by 
his  friends,  and  the  casual  reader  of  the  book,  that  it  has  not 
been  answered,  therefore,  I  meet  it  again  right  here  for  the 
last  time. 

He  appeals  to  1.  Cor.  12,  13,  in  support  of  his  assertiOD. 
Now,  will  the  reader  read  this  passage : 

"  For  by  one  Spirit  are  we  aU  baptized  into  one  body,  whether  we  be 
Jews  or  GentUes,  whether  we  be  bond  or  free;  and  have  been  all  made  to 
drink  into  one  Spirif 

Literally.    "  En  herd  pueumati,^*  in  one  spirit  we  have  all 
been  immersed  into  one  bodj/y^'  and  this  body,  as  every  one 
who  will  read  the  chapter  can  see,  is  the  visibk  church.    Bap- 
tism is  the  rite  by  which  one  is  formally  united  to  the  church. 
80  Elder  D.'s  Discipline  teaches,  and  in  this,  all  creeds  agree 
and  can  jastly  appeal  to  John  3,  5 :  except  a  man  be  born  of 
M  well  as  the  spirit,  he  cannot  enter  into  the  kingdom 
■eh  is  here  the  visible  church — something  on  the 
lelSL 
'«  demonstrable,  for  it  is  evident  that  what- 
mM,  it  introduced  the  recipient  into  the  visi- 
irirt.    He  says  that  the  body  here  is  the 
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church  on  earth.  But  every  intelligent  Bible  reader  knows 
that  the  baptism  in  the  Holy  Spirit,  occurred  but  on  two 
occasions,  viz.,  at  Pentecost  and  at  the  house  of  Cornelius. 
That  it  did  not  introduce  any  one  into  the  body  of  Christ,  is 
evident,  from  the  fact  the  apostles  and  disciples,  in  Acts  2, 
were  already  members,  and  Cornelius  and  his  family  aftei*^ 
wards  were  baptized,  to  be  introduced  into  the  church.  This 
passage  then,  cannot  allude  to  the  baptism  in  the  Spirit,  and 
therefore,  must  to  water  baptism. 

3.  And  he  says,  with  as  little  reason,  and  against  the  critical 
authority  of  the  world,  that  Eph.  4,  6,  also  refers  to  spiritual 
baptism.  Then  the  Quaker  is  right — there  is  no  water  bap- 
tism binding  upon  the  church,  for  there  is  to-day  but  one 
baptism,  or,  as  T  have  shown,  one  immersion,  as  the  word 
baptisvML  signifies.  Mark  how  univocal  the  principles  of 
Christianity.  "  There  is  only  one  Lord,  and  one  faith,  and  one 
immersion,  and  one  hope  and  one  body,**  or  church.  The  one 
immersion  is  the  profession  of  the  one  fiiith  in  the  one  Lord,  and 
introduces  the  subject  having  the  one  hope,  into  the  one  body, 
or  church  of  Christ.  Dr.  Barnes,  (see  notes  in  loco,)  denies 
that  this  refers  to  the  baptism  of  the  Holy  Spirit^  as  do  the 
best  expositors. 

There  are  a  few  other  things  I  wish  to  dispose  of  before 
advancing  with  my  argument. 

4.  After  all  that  has  been  said  about  Mr.  Ewing,  I  wish  you 
to  know  how  the  sober  scholarship  of  his  own  church  regarded 
him  and  his  position  on  baptidzo,  and  I  wish  to  apply  the 
retnarks  of  the  Review  with  all  their  force  to  my  opponent : 

Pbesby.  Review.— "We  cannot  but  regret,  therefore,  that  Mr.  Ewing 
should  have  been  guilty  of  so  many  gross  and  glaring  blunders  in  his 
endeavors  to  make  out  a  case  in  favor  of  sprinkling.  .  .  .  We  have  rarely 
met,  for  example,  with  a  more  weak  and  fanciftil  piece  of  reasoning  than 
that  by  which  Mr.  Ewing  would  persuade  us  that  there  is  no  aUusion  to 
the  mode  by  immersion  in  the  expression,  'buried  with  Him  in  baptism. ' 
This  point  ought  to  be  frankly  admitted,  and,  indeed,  cannot  be  denied 
with  any  show  of  reason."— Vol.  i.,  p.  531. 

I  add  this  testimony  to  the  host  of  Pedobaptist  authorities, 
I  brought  forward  in  my  last  speech,  and  I  close  my  proof 
on  this  point — that  Paul,  in  Rom.  vi,  4,  does  refer  to  water 
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baptism.    Indeeij,  it  ouglit  to  be  admitted  by  Elder  D.,  for 
it  cannot,  witb  any  sbow  of  reason,  be  denied. 

But  be  aays :  Paul  uses  the  plural  baptisms  in  1.  Cor.  9, 10. 
Granted.  Tbere  never  bad  been  iromerBione  by  different  peN 
sotiB,  previously  diacuaaed,  as  tbe  immersiou  or  baptism  that 
Joliii  aduiiniatered,  and  thoae  administered  by  tbe  disciples 
before  tbe  deatb  of  Christ,  and  tbe  baptism  of  tbe  apostles 
after  tlic  aacenaiun  of  Cbrist,  and  tbe  baptism  of  ApoUos,  (Acts 
xix,)  and  of  Peter,  and  of  Paul,  and  tbe  baptism  iu  tbe  Holy 
Spirit  which  bad  occurred  to  be  repeated  no  more.  All  ques- 
tions respecting  tbe  relative  value  of  tbeae  baptisms,  needed 
no  longer  to  be  considered — they  bad  been  aufficiently  dis- 
cussed and  settled,  so  they  should  go  on. 

4.  He  told  you  that  ninety-seven  out  of  every  hundred 
eoranicntators  afSrm  that  it  was  Jewish  proselyte  baptisms 
that  Pan)  alluded  to  in  Rom.  vi,  4!  He  bas  not  produced  one 
standard  expoaitor  who  does  eo  teacb,  and  be  can  find  but  one 
or  two  modem  controversiatiats  who  do  so  teacb :  mark  if 
be  docs. 

5.  Fur  the  sake  of  a  little  present  effect,  be  cballenges  me 
to  find  an  instance,  before  the  fourth  century,  of  a  baptism  as 
Baptists  now  administer  it — by  a  single  immersion.  Tbis  is 
like  hid  previous  assertion,  that  in  all  the  classic  writers,  where 
haptUho  put  one  under  the  water,  it  invariably  destroyed  life. 
But  he  cannot  tempt  me  to  run  off  into  a  historical  discussion. 
I  meet  his  challenge  with  the  baptism  of  John.  I  meet  it  by 
the  baptism  of  the  disciples,  acting  under  tbe  eye  of  Christ. 
I  meet  it  by  the  invariable  practice  of  the  apostles.  I  meet  it 
by  the  invariable  practice  of  the  New  Testament  ebnrcbee. 
I  meet  it  with  the  universal  practice  of  the  apostolic  churcbes, 
down  to  tbe  time  of  Tertullian,  who  is  tbe  first  to  inform  ns 
that  those  churches  that  finally  fell  away  into  the  great  apostacy, 
commenced  to  practice  three  immersions,  which  Tertallisn  ia 
careful  to  tell  us  is  more  than  is  to  be  found  in  the  Sciiptorea. 
It  was  this  apostate  party  that,  at  tbis  same  tim^,  iDtroduoed, 
with  other  rites,  as  salt,  chrism,  and  exorcising  the  devil,  tii« 
practice  of  infant  baptism. 

6.  Strange  to  say,  he  returns  to  Bom.  Ti,4,  and  emphidiet 
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the  English  version,  "  We  are  buried,"  and  says  they  were  all 
then,  when  Paul  wrote  this,  in  a  buried  state,  and  if  it  refers 
to  water  baptism,  then  they  were  all  then  under  water,  and 
remained  so  while  they  lived. 

I  think  once  answering  a  position  is  enough.  Need  I  say 
again,  that  he  knowns  as  well  as  I  do,  that  the  verb  here  is  in 
the  Aorist,  which  is  a  past  tense,  and  should  be  rendered  as 
Conybeare  and  Howson  do,  and  all  critics,  "Were  buried 
with  him  by  baptism."  I  will  say  distinctly,  that  no  Ghreek 
Grammar  will  support  him  in  his  translation  and  assertion. 

Touching  Beza's  opinion  as  to  whether  the  allusion  is  to 
water  baptism  in  Rom.  vi,  4, 1  will  notice  when  he  produces 
Beza's  language  in  his  own  words.  Beza  thought  that  baptidzo 
signified  to  immerse,  to  dip,  and  never  to  wash^  except  by  a  figure. 

8.  He  affirms  that  '*  Vossius,  Witsius,  Suicer,  held  that  bap- 
tidzo means  to  wa^h  in  any  way/^ 

Suppose  they  did,  to  wash  does  not  mean  to  sprinkle^  far  from 
it  But  I  know  that  Elder  D.  mistakes  and  misstates  what 
Beza  says.     Here  are  Beza's  words : 

^^  Neqiie  vero^   baptidzo  mgnificai  lavare,  nisi  a  consequentia,^^ 

"Which  I  translate:  Neither  indeed  does  baptidzo  signify  to 
wash,  except  by  consequence — [i.  €.,  by  the  figure  of  speech, 
called  metonymy,  where  the  effect  is  put  for  the  cause]. 

He  could  not  have  elsewhere  said  that  baptidzo  properly 
means  to  wash  in  any  way,  for  he  says  explicitly  it  never 
means  to  wash  at  all,  except  by  consequence. 

In  his  Letter  2,  to  T.  T.,  as  quoted  by  Ingham,  Hand  Book, 
p.  90,  Beza  says: 

Beza. — ^*  But  baptidzo  signifies  to  dip,  since  it  comes  from  baptOy  and 
since  things  to  be  dyed  are  immersed  ''(On  Matt  iii.  13).  He  admitis  that 
some  have  disputed  respecting  immersing  the  whole  body  in  the  ccTeraony 
of  baptism;  but  he  maintains  that  "  there  is  no  other  signification  of  the 
verb  hamadj  which  Syrians  use  for  baptize.''  "  It  answers,"  says  he,  "to 
the  Hebrew  tabal,  rather  than  rackatz''^  ( on  Matthew )  Elsewhere  he  says : 
^'Christ  comnmaded  us  to  be  baptized;  by  which  word  it  is  certain  im- 
masion  Is  signified."— Z«e.  2nd  to  T.  T. 

That  you  may  see  how  well  Vossi^s  sustains  Elder  D.'s 
position.    I  will  read : 

VOBSniB. — ''In  our  baptism,  by  a  continuance  under  water,  the  burial 
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of  the  body  of  rin,  or  the  old  Adam,  Is  represented.  The  rimilitude  con- 
fis'ts  in  this :  That  as  a  corpse  is  overwhelmed  and  pressed  l^  the  earth,  bo, 
In  baptism,  a  man  Is  overwhelmed  In  waier."  Ac. — IXtpu,  dt  Bap.,  ifispa. 
m.,  thes.  4. 

Again: 

"That  John  the  Baptist  and  the  apoettes  Immeised  peiaoos  irtiom  they 
baptized,  there  is  no  doubt."— i>upu  ds  Bap,,  Dup.  t.  \  6. 

He  BayB  that  charit;  aloue  compels  uu  to  retain  sprinkling 
in  our  charclies !  Turrentine's  maxim  is  oura — "The  appoint- 
ment of  God  is  to  us  the  highest  law,  the  supreme  oecessi^," 

Nor  do  I  understand  that  Witsius  sustains  him,  hut  quite 
the  contrary.  Let  one  or  two  quotations  suffice  to  show  this. 
Ueferiiug  to  liomans,  he  saje : 

Wrisius. — "  Immersion  Into  the  water  repreeenta  the  death  of  the  old 
man,  in  such  a  manner  as  shows  that  he  can  neither  stand  In  Judgmrait  to 
our  condemnation,  nor  exercise  domlnjon  Id  our  bodice,  that  we  should 
obey  his  lusts,"— tEeon,  Fad.,  1.  iv.,  c  xvi. 

Again ; 

"It  cannot  be  dcoded,  that  the  native,  signification  of  the  wonta  UipUm 
and  bapiidiein,  is  to  plunge,  to  dip." — fEcon.  Fad.,  1.  Iv, 

Had  this  learned  and  candid  scholar  lived  in  this  day,  he 
would  have  learned  that  Klder  D,  can  deny  it,  day  after  day, 
though  he  can  bring-no  proof  to  sustain  him. 

Suicer  sustains  him  just  as  Vossius  and  Wetatein  do. 

Other  points  in  his  last  speech,  I  may  notice  in  my  next,  as 
I  wish  to  advance  my  argument  before  my  time  expires. 

He  shall  not  complain  of  me,  as  he  did  of  Conant  and  A. 
Campbell,  that  I  have  little  or  nothing  to  do  with  the  Bible  in 
this  discussion.  I  intend  to  make  it  "the  man  of  my  coaQsel, 
the  lamp  to  my  feet,  and  the  light  to  my  path  in  this  contro-* 
-  verey.  I  say  to  you  again,  it  is  with  this  Word  first  and  ImI 
of  all  we  have  to  do.  If  Elder  Ditzler  made  one  tmprertMiiui 
stronger  than  another  upon  you  this  morning,  it  was  lliat  it  i« 
a  moat  difficult,  if  not  an  iiDi>oesible  matter  for  the  moit 
renowned  scholars  of  earth  to  asvertain  what  the  simple  term 
boptizo  means  in  the  Commisai^'i ^ 
among  themselves,  nor  eveo  <* 
means  one  thing  one  year,  r' 
taken  the  next;  givio 
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the  next.  What,  then,  ahout  the  common  people  who  have 
only  the  simple  word  of  God?  How  are  they  to  kuow  any- 
thing ahout  their  doty,  since  scholars  cannot  tell  them?  He 
even  affirmed  that  the  Greek  of  the  New  Testameni  cannot  be 
teamed  Jromita  meaning  in  daaete  Greek  or  from  classic  lexicons! .' 
If  this  is  so,  then  no  man  on  earth  can  understand  any  part  of 
the  New  Testament  to-day,  to  aay  nothing  of  baplidio,  and  no 
man  since  the  death  of  the  last  apostle  has  understood  any 
part  of  the  New  Testament  Scholars  know  no  more  than  the 
most  unlearned.  The  New  Testament,  then,  was  not  given  in 
a  language  known  to  earth,  for  all  can  see,  if  the  New  Testa- 
ment was  not  given  in  the  Greek  that  can  be  interpreted 
correctly  by  the  standard  lexicons  of  the  Greek,  then  Greek 
scholars,  no  more  than  the  ignorant,  can  know  what  it  means. 
The  Holy  Spiiit  should  have  given  a  lexicon  of  the  Greek  of 
the  New  Testament,  and  failing  to  do  this,  the  New  Testament, 
according  to  Elder  Ditzler,  is  a  hook  in  a  tongue  unkown  to 
this  world,  not  a  revelation  of  Jesus  Christ,  as  he  declares  it 
to  be.  It  is  the  untenable  system  which  Elder  Ditzler  repre- 
sents, that  forces  him  to  take  such  an  irreverent  and  absurd 
position.  There  is  no  foundation  whatever  for  it,  and  I  de- 
mand of  him,  if  he  presumes  to  re-affirm  it,  that  he  bring 
forth  some  respectable  authority  to  support  it,  and  I  promise 
him  and  you  that  when  I  come  to  my  argument  from  the 
classic  Greek  and  lexicons  I  will  meet  it  fully.  He  keeps 
fully  three  days  ahead  of  me  when  it  is  his  diJty  to  follow  me, 
and  I  prophesy  that  when  I  get  to  his  lexicons,  and  Greek  and 
Syriac,  he  will  fall  back  four  days  behind  me,  trying  to  do  the 
work  he  should  do  to-day.  I  now  advance  in  my  argument  in 
direct  support  of  the  proposition. 

Tha  Argument  from  tha  CoitimiMlon, 

After  Christ  had  risen  from  the  dead,  he  met  his  eleven 

apostles  by  appointment  in  a  mountain  in  Galilee,  some  sixty 

miles  from  Jerusalem,  and  then  he  enlarged  the  commission 

I   under  which  they  had  been  preiiching  and  baptizing.     Prior 

k  to  this,  tlicy  had  been  commanJed  not  to  preach  beyond  the 

n  n  (■;  V  of  the  Samaritans  they  must  not 

ward  they  were  to  preach  the 
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good  news  of  hid  kiugdom  to  the  ends  of  the  habitable  earth 
uud  establish  churches  to  which  the  doctrines  and  ordinances 
were  to  be  delivered  by  the  apostles  as  they  had  received 
them  from  the  Head  of  the  church. 

It  is  with  this  Commission ^  with  its  special  enactments,  that 
\vu  have  to  do  in  determining  this  question,  and  our  personal 
duty.  What  did  Christ  command  his  apostles  to  do?  is  the 
4uestioii.  Will  any  one  who  has  respect  for  Christ  or  his 
word  intimate  that  there  is  anything  indefinite  or  ambiguous 
connected  with  this  word  baptidzo  any  more  than  about  any 
term  or  word  in  the  language  in  which  he  instituted  the  other 
ordinance  of  his  church — the  supper?  Notice  these  words: 
'•Jesus  took  bread  and  brake  it  and  gave  it  unto  them, 
and  said  ^labete^  phagete^  touti  e&ti  to  soma  mou.***  Is  there  any- 
thing ambiguous  about  these  terms,  translated  according  to 
I  heir  primary  and  obvious  meanings,  takcj  eat,  this  is  my  body? 
Not  tlie  least.  There  is  not  an  accountable  being  so  illiterate 
as  not  to  understand  these  words  and  the  acts  to  be  per- 
formed as  readily  as  the  best  scholar.  But  take  these  words 
and  manipulate  them,  as  Elder  Ditzler  did  baptidzo  yesterday, 
and  the  common  people  would  be  thrown  into  confusion  and 
tloubt.  Webster  gives  forty  definitions  of  take,  and  among 
these  "to  coniprehend,"  "understand;"  and  he  gives  six 
meanings  of  "to  eat/^  and  one  of  these  is  "to  believe.'*  Now, 
what  would  you  think  of  the  man,  though  professing  to  be  an 
expounder  of  God's  word,  who  should  stand  up  and  teach  you 
that  all  you  need  to  do  is  to  contemplate  the  elements,  take 
them  in  with  your  eyes,  and  understand  them,  devour  them 
with  your  imagination,  and  believe  on  them,  but  not  literally. 
take  them  in  your  hand  and  eat  them  physically? 

And  yet,  strange  as  you  may  think,  this  form  of  observing 
the  supper  is  actually  practiced  in  a  ^^  liberal !"  church  in  Boston. 
But  is  it  any  more  strange  or  sinful  thus  to  deal  with  one  of 
the  positive  ordinances  of  Christ  than  another?  May  mathetuo 
aod  baptidxo  be  thus  treated,  translated  by  some  secondary  or 
itephorical,  &r-fetched  and  unnatural  significations,  to  the 
inrernon  of  the  true  meaning,  as  such  meanings  must 
ad  pervert  it  ?    Who,  under  the  heavens,  should  dare 
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to  stand  up  in  the  name  of  Christ  Jesus  and  translate  the 
terms  of  his  plain,  positive  command  by  secondary,  unnatural, 
figurative  and  fanciful  definitions? 

The  inexorable  law  for  the  interpretation  of  all  languages  is, 
that  the  literal,  which  is  the  primary  and  obvious  meaning  of 
any  and  all  terms,  must  be  taken,  unless  the  context  forbids 
it,  and  then,  and  then  only,  must  the  secondary  meaning  be 
sought. 

If ow,  I  ask  at  the  outset,  can  we  have  the  moral  right  to 
suppose  that  the  least  ambiguity  attaches  to  this  law,  to  any 
term  or  phrase  of  it?  To  make  such  a  charge  against  the 
laws  of  this  State  would  be  to  charge  the  law-makers  with 
imbecility  and  ignorance,  or  wilful  dereliction  of  duty.  But 
Christ,  the  Divine  Son  of  God,  is  the  author  of  this  law,  and 
he  is  Allwise  and  Omnsicient,  and  if  this  law  is  ambiguous  in 
any  feature  of  it,  then  is  it  not  only  not  binding  upon  the  race, 
but  Christ  has  forfeited  all  claims  to  the  respect  of  the  world, 
not  only  as  a  law-giver,  but  as  a  savior,  since  he  must  design- 
edly^ like  the  tyrant  Qraccus,  have  mystified  his  law  that  the 
people  might  be  thrown  into  doubt  and  uncertainty,  and  so 
violate  it  and  become  obnoxious  to  the  penalty. 

Mr,  President,  I  wish  to  impress  this  one  fact  upon  the 
minds  of  all  who  hear  me  this  day,  the  jorm^  the  specific  act  or 
acts  to  be  performed  constitute  the  rite,  and  therefore  the 
term  selected  to  enjoin  it  must  necessarily  be  a  modal 
term — i.  e.,  a  word  of  specific  and  not  of  generic  or  general 
signification.  This,  I  think,  must  be  self-evident  to  every 
thoughtful  mind.  K  Christ  did  not  use  a  modal  word,  but 
selected  one  having  diverse  and  opposite  significations,  and 
therefore  ambiguous,  to  express  the  action  of  baptism — a  term 
that  the  common  people  cannot  understand  and  the  best 
scholars  of  earth  cannot  agree  about,  then  it  is  evident  that 
no  one  can  know  of  a  certainty  whether  he  has  obeyed  the 
law  or  not,  and  this  very  ambiguity  releases  the  world  from 
attempting  to  obey  it 

ILLUSTRATION  : 

K  the  officers  and  courts  of  this  State  could  not  determine 
*he  rate  of  taxes  which  the  Legislature  attempted  to  fix,  then 
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no  taxes  would  be  paid  until  the  Legislature  met  again.    I 

therefore  agree  with  one  of  the  world's  greatest  philologists: 

*'To  oliw?ure  the  word  tliat  describes  the  form  [baptism]  is,  therefore, 
to  olirioure  to  the  mind  of  the  recii>ient  the  nature  of  the  rite,  the  specific 
ideas  symbolized  in  it,  and  the  obligations  to  which  it  binds  him." — 

CoiuniL 

Anionever  I  violate  this  low  you  may  all  know  that  as  a 
num  and  a  scholar,  I  am  conscious  that  I  cannot  sustain  my 
posiitiun  by  the  just  laws  of  interpretation  and  fair  argument, 
and  I  think  I  should  be  called  to  order.  I  do  affirm  that  this 
Commission  of  Christ,  though  one  term  of  it  is  untranslated, 
is  as  easv  to  be  understood,  when  taken  in  connectionicith  Cfirisfs 
baj'tlsrn,  as  the  command  to  "  take  and  eat "  is,  when  read  in  con- 
ncrtion  with  the  history  of  the  supper.  I  stand  here  not  to 
make  it  plainer,  but  rather  to  show  in  how  many  ways  its 
Scriptural  signification  can  be  indubitably  demonstrated. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  read  the  Commission: 

*'  Go  yv.  therefore,  and  teach  all  nations,  baptizing  them  hi  the  name  of 
the  P'atluT,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  teaching  them  to 
oli>c'rve  all  things  whatf*oever  1  have  commande<l  you,  and,  lo,  I  am  with 
you  alway,  oven  unto  the  end  of  the  world. — ^latt.  xxvii,  1^20. 

Mark  records  it  thus: 

*^\nd  he  said  unto  them,  go  ye  into  aU  the  world,  and  preach  the  gospel 
to  ever>'  creature.  He  that  belie veth  and  is  baptized  shall  be  saved ;  but 
he  that  U'lieveth  not  shidl  be  damned." — Mark  xvi,  15,  10. 

I  submit  it  to  you,  Gentlemen  Moderators,  and  to  this  intel- 
ligent audience,  if  I  am  not  compelled  to  interpret  the  terms 
of  this  commission  in  their  literal,  most  obvious,  and  roost 
usual  signification ;  and  if  they  are  so  translated  by  any  one, 
have  we  not  a  right  to  say  the  specific  requirements  of  the  law 
are  as  easily  to  be  understood  as  those  in  which  Christ  insti- 
tuted the  other  ordinance?    And  I  ask  you  all  once  more, 
with  an  emphasis,  ought  not  and  will  not  any  attempt  on  the 
pi^rt  of  either  Eld.  Ditzler  or  myself  to  translate  the  simple  verb 
baptidzo^  which  determines  the  act,  by  secondar}*,  metaphorical 
and  fiuvfbtched  meanings  meet  with  a  signal  condemnation  on 
of  every  £Eiir-minded  and  Christian  man  and  woman 
BM?     Now,  mark  which  of  us  is  guilty  of  such 
>n  law  and  language,  for  it  must  be  in  order  to 
lead. 
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Let  us  not  blaspheme  Christ  by  charging  him  with  the  sin  and 
shame  of  having  given  us  a  law  in  terms  so  ambiguous  that 
the  educated,  and  much  less  the  uneducated,  cannot  understand. 
Let  us  remember  that  this  law  was  given  to  the  common  peo- 
ple, and  they  are  required  to  understand  and  obey  it.  The 
Lawgiver  nowhere  requires  them  to  go  to  the  learned,  the  rabbi 
or  priest,  to  learn  what  he  meant  by  the  command  to  be  baptized 
— never.  He  never  required  of  any  mortal  to  become  proficient 
in  Greek  and  Hebrew,  Arabic  and  Coptic,  in  Syriac  and  Sans- 
krit, and  forty  other  tongues,  in  order  to  understand  what  he 
meant,  and  he  knew  they  would  and  could  be  only  tolerably 
well  instructed  in  the  rudiments  of  their  own  native  tongue, 
and  therefore,  he  taught  the  people  in,  and  the  Holy  Spirit  that 
inspired  the  sacred  writers,  selected  such  terms  as  the  common 
people,  by  the  use  of  their  common  understanding,  could  un- 
derstand without  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  their  meaning. 

The  proposition  I  stand  here  to  support  from  this  commis- 
sion, "  which  is  the  only  law  we  have  to  baptize  any  one, "  as 
my  opponent  himself  affirms,  is  this: 

IMMSBSIOK  IS  THE    ACT    CHRIST    COMMANDED    HIS    APOSTLES    TO 

PERFORM   FOR   CHRISTIAN   BAPTISM. 

I  propose  to  support  this  proposition  by  one  main  argument, 
to  which  all  others  will  be  subsidiary. 

SYLLOGISM. 

L  In  commanding  his  apostles  to  baptize,  Christ  used  but 
one  pure  Greek  term,  viz  baptidzo, 

IL     The  literal,  primary  and  most  general  signification  of  \ 

the  word  baptidzOj  as  its  usiis  loqueruU  abundantly  determines,  i 


is  to  immerse,  or  an  equivalent  meaning — and,  there  being 
nothing  in  the  context  to  cause  this  meaning  to  be  rejected, 

nL    Christ  commanded  his  apostles  to  perform  but  one  act,  \ 

and  that  act  was  to  immerse.  j 

The  major,  or  first  premise,  no  one  denies*  | 

It  is  the  minor  premise,  the  second  statement,  about  which  | 

there  is  any  controversy,  and  this  is  with  but  a  few  men.    I  re- 
joice to  say  but  very  few  men  deny  this  premise,  and  it  is  a 
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matter  of  profound  regret  to  me  that  a  professed  Christian 
scholar  can  be  found  willing  to  stand  up  and  deny  it — a  pro- 
position as  true  and  demonstrable  as  any  theorem  in  Ge- 
ometry. 

My  first  argument  in  ascertaining  what  Christ  meant  his 
apostles  and  his  churches  after  them  in  all  ages  to  understand 
by  the  term  baptidzo,  is, 

L  He  undoubtedly  intended  to  perpetuate  the  same  bap- 
tism that  he  originally  had  instituted  to  be  administered  by 
John  the  Baptist,  and  which  he  himself  and  his  apostles,  to 
whom  this  was  addressed,  had  received,  and  the  very  same 
act  which  they  had  been  performing  by  his  authority  and  un- 
der his  eye,  since  the  baptism  of  John,  for  more  than  three 
years. 

We  cannot  reasonably  suppose  that  Christ  intended  to  in- 
stitute a  new  and  different  rite  inform.  He  intimates  no 
change  in  the  rite,  only  an  enlargement  of  the  field  of  their 
labor. 

I  cannot  more  forcibly  impress  this  upon  you  than  by  our 
rule  quoted  from  Blackstone : 

'*  To  interpret  a  law,  we  must  inquire  after  the  toill  of  the  maker ^  which 
may  be  collected  either  from  the  words,  the  context,  the  sut^lect^matter, 
the  effects  and  eonse^iuences,  or  spirit  and  reason  of  the  law.  ( 1 )  Words 
are  generally  to  be  understood  in  their  usual  and  meet  known  signifi- 
cance ;  not  so  much  regarding  the  propriety  of  Qranunar,  as  their  gene- 
ral and  (>opular  ase.  *  *  ( 2 )  If  wonls  happen  still  to  be  duUous,  we 
may  e«»tabli8h  their  meaning  fh)m  the  context,  etc,  of  the  same  nature 
and  use  is  the  comparison  of  a  law  with  laws  that  are  made  by  the  same 

legislator,  that  have  Bojnt  affinity  with  the  tubjectj  or  that  EXPRESSLY  RELATE 
TO  THE  SAME  POIST,^^— Bloc ksttme^M  Com.  vol.  1,  pp.  50-61. 

Can  we  doubt  the  will  of  the  maker  of  this  law  of  baptism 
found  in  the  commission  ?  Compare  it  with  the  law  of  bap- 
tism made  by  ^^  the  sayne  legislator,"  and  administered  by  his 
first  commissioned  oflicer,  John  the  Baptist.  Have  they  not 
an  intimate  ''afiinity?''    Do  they  not  ^  sxprbsslt  kxlatx  to 

THE  SAME  POINT  ?  " 

If  Christ  had  designed  to  change  the  action  of  that  rite,  httne 
is  the  very  place  where  he  should  have  clearly  stated  tlM  4hCt 
and  explained  the  new  action.    Bat  not  the  alighteat  inl 
tion  of  any  change  in  the  acL    He  does  not  f 
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element  in  which  they  were  to  baptize,  simply  because  there 
was  no  need  ol  it,  either  for  the  instruction  of  the  apostles,  or 
of  his  churches  in  after  ages,  with  the  Gospels  in  their  hands. 
The  apostles  knew  that  they  had  been  baptized  in  water,  that 
Christ  himself  had  been  baptized  in  water,  and  they  had  for 
over  three  years  been  baptizing  in  water,  and  they  must  have 
understood  Christ  to  command  them  still  to  baptize  in  water, 
observing  the  same  act  which  he  and  they  had  received  at  the 
hands  of  John. 

No  reasonable  man  can  doubt  that  this  was  anything  more 
than  an  enlarged  command  to  administer  the  same  act  for 
baptism  their  Master  and  themselves  had  received,  and  which 
they  had  been  administering  to  thousands,  for  years  past 

Now,  I  have  proved  by  no  less  than  eight  unanswerable 
arguments,  and  by  the  concurrent  testimony  of  a  host  of  the 
most  learned  Pedobaptist  scholars  and  divines,  that  John  did 
immerse  his  disciples  in  water,  and  therefore  that  he  did 
immerse  Christ  and  his  apostles. 

Again,  if  one  conclusive  argument  is  as  good  as  a  thousand, 
and  it  is,  then  I  need  not  utter  another  word  in  support  of  this 
proposition.  I  can  give  Eld.  Ditzler  the  remaining  three 
days,  and  three  years  more,  and  still  claim  the  verdict  from 
every  candid  mind,  that  Christ  in  giving  this  commission, 
unquestionably  commanded  his  apostles  to  still  administer  the 
rite  in  the  exact  form  that  he  and  they  themselves  had  re- 
ceived it,  and  as  they  had  been  administering  it  to  others  up 
to  that  hour. 

You  can  see  that  having  previously  established  the  act 
administered  by  John,  designated  by  this  very  term  baptidzoy 
it  becomes  the  fixed,  immovable  and  indestructible  staple,  to 
which  the  whole  chain  of  argument  may  with  safety  be 
attached. 

John  administered  but  one  act,  and  that  was  immersion, 
and  this  me  act  and  no  other,  Christ  administered  for  three 
years  in  Judea,  and  now  commanded  his  apostles  to  admin- 
ister to  believers  in  all  nations. 
»«1  ancament  is, 

had  intended  water  to  have  been  poured,  or 
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sprinkled  or  peptized  upon  the  subject,  he  would  have  said  so. 
He  would  have  used  cheo,  with  a  preposition,  if  to  pour.  K  to 
sprinkle  he  would  have  used  ramo  or  rantidzoy  with  a  preposi* 
tion.  If  to  wash  a  part  of  their  bodies,  nipto.  If  all  their 
bodies,  luo;  but  he  never  once  used  one  of  these,  or aderivative 
or  compound  of  any  one  of  them  to  indicate  the  act,  but  baptidzoy 
a  term  specific  in  its  signification,  the  primary  and  natural 
signification  of  which  is  to  immerse,  to  dip,  to  plunge.  If 
Christ  designed  to  enjoin  the  application  of  water  in  any  way, 
without  specifying  the  mode,  he  could  have  used  a  term  of 
generic  signification,  as  kathairo^  without  en  or  eis  before  the 
element,  water,  meaning  to  cleanse,  to  purify,  leaving  the  man* 
ner  of  application  with  the  disciples,  and  then  any  application 
of  it  would  have  answered. 

3.  My  third  is,  had  Jesus  commanded  either  sprinkling  or 
pouring,  or  the  application  of  water  in  any  way,  in  this  com* 
mission,  the  churches  in  future  ages  would  not  have  known 
upon  what  part  of  the  person  to  apply  the  water,  whether  to 
the  feet,  or  hands,  or  head,  or  inwardly.  The  law  would 
therefore  be  null  and  void,  for  lack  of  definiteness.  But- 
translate  it  immerse,  and  there  is  no  indefiniteness  about  it — 
the  disciple  must  be  dipped  into  water,  the  whole  body  envel* 
oped  by  the  element. 

4.  Another  and  conclusive  argument  is  that  Christ  com- 
manded the  persons  of  the  disciples  to  be  baptized,  and  not  the 
water  to  be  baptized  on  them. 

It  is  claimed  by  my  opponent  that  Christ  enjoined  the 
sprinkling  and  pouring  of  the  disciples  as  well  as  immersing 
them  in  this  command.  That  it  is  simply  impossible,  can  be 
*' ffemonstrated  to  every  mind." — [7Vm€  ot*^.] 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  SEVENTH  SPEECH. 

■ 

Gentlemen  Modekators  : — Again  we  will  give  a  few  facta 
on  primary  meanings  and  on  tropical  or  derived  meanings. 

IrLGrimm  and  Bopp,  Fowler's  History,  English  Grammar, 
Max.  Mailer's  different  works,  Noah  Webster,  M.  Stuart,  the 
following  facts  will  be  found.  In  some  cases  "the  ultimate 
use  scarcely  exhibits  a  trace  of  the  primal  signification." — N. 
Webster.  "  Words  thus  in  current  use,  sometimes  escape 
altogether  from  their  original  meaning." — Fairbaim^s  Manual 
Hermeneutics,  94^    Fowler  says : 

"  The  number  of  radical  words  in  a  language  is  comparatively  few,  and 
are  chiefly  applied  to  physicax  oljects.  As  men  found  the  stock  of  their 
ideas  increasing,  instead  of  inventing  new  terms  to  describe  them,  they 
f^yplied  old  words  with  an  extended  or  changed  meaning;  or,  what  is 
the  same  thing,  used  them  figuratively.  In  this  way  the  great  body  of 
words  in  a  language,  in  one  stage  of  their  history  or  another,  has  been 
used  tropically.  The  word  imagination^  derived  from  image  a  term  applied 
to  its  sensible  object,  was,  on  its  first  application  to  a  mental  faculty  or 
operation,  tropical.  Bttt  it  ceased  to  be  tropical  when  it  had  been  used 
80  long  that  its  secondary  meaning  became  indissolubly  fixed  as  the 
PRINCIPAL  one,  or,  indeed,  to  most  minds,  as  it*  only  one.  imagina- 
tion can  not  be  CONSIDERED  AS  A  FIGURATIVE  TERM.     It  hns  lost  itS 

tropical  meaning,  at  least  to  the  mass  of  readers,  if  not  to  the  scholar. 
What  is  true  of  imagination  is  true  of  a  vast  number  of  words." — Fowler's 
'<  HMory  and  Orammar,"  Ung,  Lan ,  J  6U8,  p.  699. 

Such  are  the  indisputable  facts  on  language,  to  which  all 
critics  assent  without  exception.  As  to  the  present  case,  it  is 
indifferent  to  me  which  Dr.  Graves  prefers.  If  he  clings  to 
primaries,  then  they  are  not  baptized  and  we  are.  K  he  adopts 
the  currarU  usage — usus  bquendi — which  is  the  true  course,  we 
are  sustained  by  all  lexicons,  all  the  facts  and  by  the  authori- 
ties  of  all  ages,  and  best  of  all,  by  the  whole  Bible. 

If  Christ  had  taught  that  baptidzo  was  equivalent  to  immerse, 
there  was  not  a  Greek  but  would  have  understood  the  Com- 
mission to  mean  that  they  were  to  be  browned,  and  hence 
would  have  held  him  to  be  insane  indeed.    Dr.  Graves  cannot 
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Kow  hear  how  Jodd,  this  eminent  Baptist  talks : 

*  AU  the  autKorUies  agree  in  asRlgning  to  this  word  [ammf]  tks  PiincARI 
md  leading  signification  of  immrreumJ'* — p.  246. 

Now  whom  does  Judd^^^  quote  to  prw)€  this  as  the  mos^ 
eminent  lexicographer  ?  Castell  comes  first,  Michaelis  next 
pp.  248-9.  He  quotes  the  very  work  that  lies  before  us — ^no^ 
the  abridged  work  of  Michaelis,  but  the  one  only  great  editioi 
of  1669 — the  Heptaglott  A  few  points  else,  ere  we  quot< 
him. 

There  are  three  words  in  ancient  Syriac  literature  by  whict 
baptidzo  is  rendered — amady  sechOj  and  tzeva*  Amad  is  the  on^ 
most  used.  8echo  is  the  translation  of  tabhal — baptidzo  in  th^ 
lxx,2Kingsy,  14,  lieva  is  used  for  baptidzo  in  the  earliest  Syrian 
writings,  and  Chaldee  we  have.  But  amad  is  the  most  im 
portant,a8  being  the  rendering  in  the  New  Testament  Peshito 
We  have  the  satisfaction  of  finding  places,  never  yet  found  bj 
the  writers,  where  amad  was  the  translation  of  the  word  2oik 
wash,  proper.  It  cost  us  much  research  of  course.  In  one  ol 
the  Syriac  versionsf  of  Susana,  i,  15  and  27,  the  Greek  louo  U 
wash,  pour,  sprinkle,  is  rendered  amad  in  both  places.  It  is  i 
clear  case  of  afifusion  also. 

To  see  the  injustice  done  here  on  so  important  a  matter,  le 

I  us  quote  Mr.  A.  Campbell's  Christian  Baptism,  185-6.    '^Cas 

!  >  tell  and  his  editor,  Michaelis,  Buxtorf,  and    Schaaf,  are  al 

\  I  j  unanimous.    The  first  gives  the  following  meanings :    ^Abtutt^ 

I  ml,  haptizatas  est    Aphd^  immersity  baptizamt^    He  then  copie 

Buxtorff,  Schaaf,  and  Gutbier,  and  does  not  translate  the  Latil 
— *-not  a  word  of  it,  and  adds — 186 :  **  These  three  [Castell,  B 
and  S.]  great  authorities  give  to  amad  the  very  same  meaning 
wMeh  awrtwdve  O^ee A;  lexicol^s  give  to  baptidzo  and  its  lamily— 
to  immerse,  dip,  or  plunge,  and  figuratively,  to  wash  or  cleanse.' 
Let  now  the  reader  glance  up  at  his  own  Latin^  and  see  wha 
a  terrible  and  most  unhallowed  assertion  this  is.  Is  it  no 
tatonnding  that  man  can  be  so  carried  away  with  partisai 
|»r^adice?  We  quote  not  from  Michaelis's  edition^  becanw 
ka  leavM  off  a  word,  bnt  we  qnote  it  direeify  from  the  g^rea) 
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folio  work  of  Oastell  himself^  which  lies  b^dfe  us*  This  lex- 
icon Lb  based  on  twq  ^reat  lexicons  made  l^r  natim  Sij^rianSy 
while  the  Byriac  wasyet  a  Umng  laqgnagei  in  the  ninth  and  tenth 
centaries  respeotive][y^  existing  jet  only  in  mannscript  form. 

1.  ^  Amaiy  pruuleily  to  wash,  ( literally  to  be  washed )  to 
baptise.  Aphel^  i.  e.  {deriostiiody^ )  to  immerse)  Nnmbers  xxxi, 
24.    To  baptise— ^ nonn  form)  cleansing,  baptism>  washing." 

^Arabic,  ^nnacb^same  ¥^rd  mid  same  root)  to  baptize,  to 
Mttke  wet  with  rain."*  Under  amah^^  The  Arabians  also  lisp 
in  pronoancing  aTiMh — €Muah^  smad^  amaij  to  be  immersed, 
bedew,  sprinkle  with  water  [or  rain]  (Ae  earth,  herbs,  etc.,) 
sprinkle  wi&  water  £rain  or  dew  j..  A  horse  wet  with  water, 
also  sprinkled.  Morning  dew,  also  wetting  the  earUi,  field,  be* 
dewed — sprinkled  with  dew^  (or  rain,)  wetting  (bedewing," 
etc.,  page  2800.t 

Oberleitner  gives  wash^  cleanse,  derivatively  (aphel)  im- 
merse. Kot  a  single  Syriac  or  Arabic  lexicon  gives  immerse 
as  a  first,  or  general,  or  common  or  primitive  meaning  of 
amad. 

OxJUi^ago^^  oanxuiy  the  being  wet  with  rain."  That  is  the 
fo&a2e  definition  of  this  lexicographer — a  late  work.  He  lived 
some  sixteen  years  in  the  very  country  where  the  version  was 
made  where^the  apostles  preached  formerly.  He  learned  to 
speak  Arabic  as  we  do  Bnglish,  and  gives  us  the  exact  force  of 
the  term.  But  we  call  your  candid  attention  to  Gotch,  Judd,  and 
tSiese  immersion  writers.  They  put  amad  immeree  every  time. 
Judd  asserts  that  ^^  aU  the  uuthorUks  agree  in  assigning  to'  this 
irord  [amad']  the  primary  and  leading  signification  of  imTnersion." 
Wliat  are  tSie  ftu^ts  nowf  Here  lies  the  very  book,  the  very 
effitkn  he  ^dtes-nand  there  never  was  but  one  edition  of  the 


lifc^kM^b^ 


*Prim.  aUutus  est,  baptizatos  est. 

Aphd^  (the  iteriwft<e  meaning)  ImmerBtt,  Num.  xx:^  121    Baptisavit, 
lAdntlo,  bapOisilio,  baptilsatus,  lavaonun. 

AnlK    Amula.  vi,  bf^tliavlt    A.  madore  pluviae  affbota  ftilt    Amak^ 

Qjrr.  Aiabk  8am.  (vklentla  impetus.) 

tAraMe,  et baUmMvit In  {Nronimciatieiie,  (i.  «.,  uma*k,wmnA^taMi^)\mmBt- 
SOS  ftiit,  madoit,  rore  perfiisa  fUit  (terra,  terba,  etc,)  rore  perfdsa.    £qi 
aqua  rigatus,  et  perftisus.    Bos   matutiBns,  «t  lenam  iEiigaiis. 
(  rore  porftiftis,  madenus,  etc—HeptaglotloQ  £icL  Gaetoli,  p.  2S0e. 
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Heptaglott — aud  it  reads — ^^primarilyy  to  wash — abhUus  eat, 
baptizatus  esty  to  be  baptized^  apfiely  [  that  .is— derivatiYely,  in  a 
derived  form]  to  immerse;  and  Numbers  xxxi,.  24  is  thi 
oidy  place  where  he  can  find  it  with  such  a  meaning,  and  no 
word  for  baptize  occurs  in  the  original  Hebrew  or  Greek.  It 
is  by  such  conduct  as  this  they  have  made  such  capital  out  of 
the  lexicons  aud  versions.  The  Doctor  can  have  the  use  of  my 
books — take  them  to  his  room — examine  these  matters  to  the 
bottom,  for  I  waut  the  facts  known.  Michaelis  puts  it  exactljf 
us  Castell  does — wash,  baptize  first,  and  in  a  dtrived  form  im- 
merse.   Let  us  now  sum  up  a  few  points  here. 

1.  No  Lexicon  gives  immerse  as  the  general  or  as  the 
primary  meaning  of  baptize  in  Syriac. 

2.  All  that  give  it  as  meaning  immerse,  put  immerse  as  a 
derivative,  secondary  meaning. 

3.  They  could  only  liud  one  place  in  the  Bible  where  amad 
meant  immerse,  and  there  it  was  not  the  translation  of  bcg^titko, 
tubal  or  any  word  for  baptize. 

4.  It  means  to  wash,  to  sprinkle,  bedew,  make  wet  with 
rain,  moisten,  to  sprinkle — over  and  again  so  defined.  The 
Arabic  and  Syriac  are  exactly  the  swie  words  with  same 
roots.* 

5.  Ainad  is  translated  from  louo  in  Greek — ^to  wash,  poor, 
sprinkle,  but  is  never  the  translation  of  the  Hebrew  or  Greek 
words  for  immerse — such  as  tabha,  in  Heb.,  buthidzOj  endumi, 
pontidzOy  kataduOy  katapontidzOy  or  dupto,  dip. 

6.  The  Peshito  has  John  v,  2,  4,  7;  ix,  7:  ''Go  wash  at 
(or  in)  the  baptistery .f  Here  it  is  clearly  expressive  of  mjpto 
as  that  was  the  word  used  in  Greek,  and  A.  Campbell  renders 
it  "wash,  by  pouring  a  little  water." 

7.  It  renders  bapto  sprinkle  Rev.  xix;  18  {ZdaclL)X 

•Schaaf.  Oberleitn^.  Cata&go:  '*  The  being  wet  with  rain."  Anliie 
Lex.  amad.  The  old  aUly  ideas  tliat  amad  meant  to  «teml  we  deem  tf 
unwortliy  of  notice.  No  Ijexicon,  nor  quotaticHi  flOBtaina  it  A.  GuaP' 
beU  Justly  ridicules  it  No  Arabic  Lexicon  gives  stand  as  a  mesDing 
either. 

tDkuktAo  dkmtMo  4h'  fmmmdMMo. 
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'    The  next  Syriac  word  is  sechoy  wash.    As  all  define  it  alike. 

we  need  not  multiply  lexicons. .      . 

ScHiNDLEB.— '*^«eAo— Syriao  and  Chaldee— to  wash,  be  washed, 
cleansed ;  because  a  swimmer  cannot  swim  without  washing ;  [  from  the 
Idea  of  Bwiin,  then  to  wash.]-^ohn  xili,  10 ;  1  Cor.  vi,  11 ;  Gen.  xliil,  31. 

Targum.— "And  washed  his  face"— ««!Ao,  •  •  moistened,  (besprinkle) 
wash. — ^Ps.  vi,  6;  Acta  ix,  37.  • 

An  examination  of  the  above  texts,  will  show  it  was. all  by 
application  of  the  water  to  the  person — ^washing  the  face,  as 
Joseph;  washing  a  dead  body  as  of  Dorcas;  wetting  a  couch 
with  tears,  as  David ;  Christ  washing  the  disciples'  feet 

The  primary  meaning  is  decisive.  The  root  sachaj  sacA, 
Hottenger  gives  *  to  pour  out' t 

The  Arabic  has  it  "  vehement  rain,  flow  of  water.''  ^^Bacha 
to  pour  out  water,  to  pqur  forth,  to  flow  down  from  above,  of 
water,  rain,  tears;  to  strike  against" — CastelL^  Such  is  the 
meaning  in  Chaldee,  Syriac  and  Arabic  of  the  root  of  the 
word  baptize,  wash,  cleanse,  which  translates  baptidzo^  and 
iaboL    Is  this  immersion  7 

The  next  word  is  often  rendered  bapto  and  in  the  earliest 
Syriac  literature  it  is  rendered  baptidzOj  and  baptidzo  is  ren- 
dered by  it  viz:  tzeva,  tzeba  or  taebha.  It  is  the  same  in 
Arabic,  Chaldee  and  Syriac.  It  never  occurs  in  the  Hebrew, 
notwithstanding  Gesenius  tells  us  what  it  means  in  Hebrew 
with  his  usual  facility  of  knowing  whcU  never  exists.  As  it 
is  tised  many  times  in  the  Arabic  version  for  baptidzo  in  the 
New  Testament,  we  reserve  the  arguments  on  it  for  that  place, 
aa  it  means  the  same  in  Chaldee,  Syriac  and  Arabic. 

The  Arabic  claims  the  next  place  in  Oriental  versions, 
beeaue  so  perfectly  allied  to  the  original  language  of  the  Bible 
4Mid  therefore  invaluable  to  philology.    Much  more  literal,  and 


Thft  foot  IB  MeAo,  MteA.     Lami,  loiu»,  dbUUuBfurU  quim  na$ator  mm  maiai  nut 
John  zifi,  10 ;  1  Ck>r.  vl,  11 ;  Gen.  xliil,  81.    Targam—Et  laffii  faciam 
Gtfr.  Aote  ix,  87 ;    et  Unerunt  eamj'^     Gtenerally,   '*  nmn^,  iia/aot^,  etc 
WlgUk^  W^UtmJmi,  Aumeetei^  UwiL    Bb.  vi,  6;  Lev.  xliil,  81,"  etc. 

^^f^HW  SfBiW,  pro/Wit,  dgfluxit «  loco  9uperiore  apiatpluviOf  laehrym^per^ 
Bafi^a^fiaUxm^  E.  Caatell,  1668.    The  word  comes  to  mean  inun- 
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more  valuable,  as  to  miudt  cariier  is  the  Jitxb,  bat  U  not  alfied 

iu  auy  way  to  SemeUc  literature.  Hence  we  are  Bot  Doticing 
tlie  tranaiations  chronologicallj.  The  Arabic  of  the  ?th  eeo- 
tury  was  made  when  the  Ara^e  langa^^  was  in  ita  golden 
ajfc  of  philology  and  science.  Aristotle,  Plato,  Homer — all 
the  finest  Greek  literature  wna  familiar  to  them.  They  bad 
Ubrariea  aod  univeiutiea  in  that  and  the  sacceeding  centuiy 
that  have  been  the  admiratioQ  of  the  world.  They  bad 
scientists  that  spoke  as  many  as  seventy  dialects.* 

The  Arabic  employs  three  words  to  render  i 
Amad  (amada),  2,  gawlaf,  3,  Itaxagp.  {taabaga,  taobhaga.) 

1.  Ainad  being  the  same  as  Syriac,  meaiiiug  coiietaotly,  to 
spnakle^  wet,  as  with  ruu,  daw,  water,  we  have  noticed. 

3.  GowJaf  is  the  word  translated  from  ba^idxo  and  tep- 
litnuM,  Hebrews  vi,  2,  Luke  zi,  88;  Mark  vii,  4,  S — aeed  both 
tor  ** Christian"  and  Jewish  baptism  in  Apoetolio  timei  and 
Christ's  day. 

Cttsfe/^  thus  defines  it:  to  wash,  to  cleanse,  Ac.  To  be 
sprinkled  with  water,  *  *  wash  diligently,  wash  oflT  the  limbs, 
waah  oareelf,  Ac.  To  inoisten  (or  bedew),  be  sprinkled 
(j)erfaBed),  to  Bprinkle.t  It  ia  not  rendered  by  immerse,  £p 
or  plange  by  any  lexicon 

The  next  word  used  to  translate  baptidxo  is  frovajro,  so  used 
between  tbir^-ux  and  thirty-eight  times  in  the  N.  T.,  and 
often  translates  tabal  in  the  Targoms.  It  is  the  word  in 
'  Arabic  and  Sjliao^tbat  Uka  baj/to  and  fghal  sometimes  means 
to  st^,  color. 

1.     SehiadlcTi  tzavaga,  to  moiBten,  to  dip,  to  imbue  or  infect 
I  with  color  or  moistiue  (liquiU^i ;  to  color,  to  waah,  to  miMsten, 

H  Ulat,  UL  la  Burape;  QaUaoi,  Middle  Agt^  and  Hist. 

,  Hhlult,  cti.'.,  sudore  perfueus  fult  ■  *  ^Ugent«r 

iiJi]lt.4<'.,madiUt,perfu5U3fuit,"  '  insperglt.    Il 

■     Nat*,  rl,  17,  "  wash  thy  faee,"  Lev.  vtU,  6, 

'■'-•   '-'1;  ^>;  &Q;  19,&o.,aiidliiArahk!Utei«tun' 
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(spriotd^  or  bedow;)  to  w#t  (or  water)  to  baptize,  to  immerse.* 

2.    Leigh;  same  as  above  exactly. 

8.  €fe8€9/k»  OB  Chakhe — same  where  it  oeeiirs  in  Bible  in 
Pnal  and  Itbpaal  fbrme  only — ^to  wet,  m<^ten,  to  be  wet, 

moieteBed."t 

4.  Ctisieli — Ardde — *^  to  moisten^  tmbae,  Is.  ff,  8, 8,  (effected 
by  sprinklfng — ^1  have  sprinkled  all  my  raiment)  to  immerse, 
to  baptize  (by  immersion) ;  to  pour  out ;  baptlsm^&c.**^ 

5.  Fursty  "  tzeva^  to  moisten,,  to  wet,  (Pual)  to  sprinkle^  to 
imbue.  Itbp.  to  be  wet^  moistened^  § ''  In  hh  later  German 
Lexicon,  translated  by  Davidson,  it  is  ^^  to  mokten^  to  bespxinUe^ 
to  baptize.  Pual,  to  water,  to  moisten.''  His  Qerman  shows 
what  he  meant  by  "  tinxit,**  as  well  as  **  perfundere.*'  Where 
is  exolusiTe  immereimi  now  ?    On  the  root  of  this  word  taav^ 

1.    Freytag^  Arable  lei^ieoa  has  ^  to  pour^  pour  oaf 
8.    Jioaeg^ixieB  has:  ^to  pour  out,  to  sprinkle. 
8-     Oatafago  has:  "effusion,  pouring  out  water." 
4.    Schmdler  and  Castell,  Arabic  tsava,  to  pour. 
In  the  earliest  Syriac  literature  we  have  outside  the  Peshito, 
we  read  of  "  the  baptism  of  the  flood,  of  martyrdom,"  "  the 
baptism  of  tears,"  of  "baptism,"  either  by  "immersion,  abla- 
tioa,  or  8[»rinlding."     Of  this  we  will  detail  under  patristic 
literature. 

While  the  Itala  and  Vulgate  translate  tzeva  by,  once  *^  to 
moisten^  twice  "  to  eprinkky*^  f  the  same  word  in  the  Al  Ko^^em. 
mMQe  baptism,  and^  while  applied  to  baptism,  is  alao  applied 
to  the  distUling  juices  of  trees,  sap  flowiiig  Uxoxa  them  when 

^gshtudlcrt  tbM^  intinxlt,  colore  veJl  humoie  imtuit  ssu  inlMt,  oelor- 
9M%.  lavU^  naite0Ql<^  rigavit,  bapUzayit. 

tGesenias  tells  us  it  Is  dip  in  Heb.  and  Chaldee,— £a/,  fbrm,  but  90  it 
nemhesre  oooiub  in  Heb.  and  nowhere  in  ancient  Chaldee  save  in  PutU  and 
MK  wlM!<eiUi«i4itcelt  "wet,  moisten 'f-^hisaaserlioi^  is  wovtli  nothing 
wnissi  It  Wit  beg>w<lly*<wM  reason  or  1^ 

tTbPEMi  imteU,  Is..  68,  3,  immersit,  baptizavit,    (p^  immsKsiopsm) 

I  WftmAf  4V9He^  zigiffe»  Ba.  perftmdere,  imbraere,  Ithp.,  tinxit,  tinetam 
ENui^  iv^  U,  ao^  2^  SO:  V,  81.    Ck)noordentiae  et  liSX.  J.  Fuistio. 

tnyo,  amtfifff^f  in/undo. 
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broken,  to  the  drops  falling.       Sarely   this  is  affasioD^  not 
immersion.     See  Lou.  Debate  503.  t 

While  Gesenius  is  careful  to  tell  us  it  means  dip,  immerse, 
in  Hebrew,  when  the  word  never  occurs  a  single  time  in  aJtl  the 
Hebrew  Umgfuagey  and  to  dye,  in  the  Targums,  is  it  a  merit 
after  this  blunder,  to  fail  to  tell  us  it  is  one  of  the  leading 
words  for  wash  in  the  Targums?  It  not  only  translates  tabid 
hut  frequently  translates  rachats  "to  wash,*'  "  pour.**  It  is  the 
word  in  the  Targum  in  Leviticus  viii,  6,  where  Aaron  and  his 
sons  are  washed  "  with  water  '* — rachats  in  Hebrew,  while  in 
the  Sjriac  and  Targum  of  Onkelos,  it  is  secho-ioasL  In  Num. 
xix,  10,  19,  wash,  is  tzeva  in  the  same,  as  well  as  verses  7,  8. 

In  the  Peshito  Syriac  then  we  have 

1  BaptOj  the  root  word  of  baptize,  translated  in  the  New 
Testament  sprinklcy  Rev.  xix,  13,  was  rendered  in  2nd  century. 

2.     Tabalj  equivalent  to  baptidzo,  translated  sprinkle. 

8.     Xot/o  (wash,  pour,  sprinkle)  translated  baptize^  (amad) 

{Apocrypha). 

4.  Baptidzoj  rendered  amady  wash,  sprinkle. 

5.  Amad  never  means  immerse,  save  in  a  derivative  sense, 
(Aphel)  and  does  not  thus  translate  baptidzo  in  the  Bible 

6.  Tabal  is  translated  iposh  where  the  primary  meaning  is 
pour,  moisten,  (by  aiiusion)  rain. 

7.  NiptOj  applied  to  very  partial  washings,  to  rain  once,  is 
translated  wash  at  the  baptistery,  i.  e.  it  was  baptizing. 

8.  It  renders  Psalm  vi,  6,  (7  in  Heb.)  ^'  I  have  baptized 
{tiewi)  my  eoueh  teith  my  tears  J*    What  was  the  mode  ? 

9.  Ezekiel  xxii,  24 :  ^^  Thou  art  the  land  that  is  not  (£rf pa) 
baptized  (Eng.  purified)  no;  upon  thee  the  rain  has  not  fallen  (metro 
neeheth.)    Do  you  know  the  mode  here  f 

10.  Luke  vii,  88,  44.  Remember  that  most  likely  we  have 
here  word  for  word  the  very  words  in  the  language  Jesus  used — 
finr  it  is  his  Vernacular,  as  the  English  is  yours.     It  occurs 

.  XDt  XJndaay  quoted  in  Millen  Har,  (see  Lou.  Debate  503)  says  the  same 
oocoTB  in  Alkoran,  chap.  33:  20-21,  in  thesenseofaynip,  Juice  or 
*'A  trqe  produces  *  *  andji/iW  (&ahghagli)  baptism." 
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twice  in  the  same  sense.  "  Simon,  into  thy  house  I  como — 
water  apon  my  feet  you  gave  me  not  [so  runs  the  Syriac]  but 
she  [the  woman]  with  her  tears  my  feet  hath  baptized!  "We 
know  the  mode.  We  need  no  Lexicon.  I  would  not  give  one 
such  witness  as  thiSj  being  in  the  very  age  of  the  Apostles — in 
the  very  language  that  Christ  and  his  Apostles  preached  in — 
made  in  such  a  language  by  such  men — universally  received  as 
true  to  the  Oreek  when  all  that  membership  knew  what  Apos- 
tolic jjreocAtwgr  and  practice  were.  I  would  not  give  one  such 
authority  for  a  thousand  lexicons,  written  ^feew  hundred  years 
after  the  death  of  the  Apostles,  and  after  the  dark  ages  with  their 
superstitions  had  rolled  between.  These  facts  crush  out  utterly 
all  the  little  conceits  and  criticisms  about  scatter  in  drops — if  it 
is  sprinkle^  it  takes  effect  on  the  /)^5(m  and  scatters  him  in 
drops  !!  "It  takes  eftect  upon  the  water  only,  scatters  it  in 
drops,  but  terminates  not  on  the  person.^'  As  brecho  means  to 
wet,  moisten,  sprinkle,  shed  forth,  applied  to  rain,  tears,  dew, 
etc.,  and  is  translated  baptize  in  the  apostolic  age,  and  takes  a 
direct  accusative  of  the  person,  so  baptize  in  the  Syriac — it  puts 
to  confusion  all  these  little  issues  raised  by  Mr.  Campbell  and 
others.  It  shows  the  lexicons  are  correct  in  their  renderings. 
It  shows  that  we  are  sustained  in  our  philology — in  our  rules 
or  canons  of  interpretation,  and  better  still,  it  shows  that  in 
our  mode  we  have  Jesus  Christy  the  Apostles^  and  all  the  early 
church  with  us. — [  Time  ouf] 


Tu£  Ursat  Carkollton  Debate. 


DR.  GRAVES'  EIGHTH  SPEECH. 


Mb.  Pbebidbht: — I  will  carefully  remove  the  briuh  be  h> 
tbrowii  in  to  obstruct  the  progress  of  those  who  are  iaqoiriB: 
after  trath,  and  I  will  begiu  where  he  dosed.  I  follow  Ui 
back  uiitil  I  have  cleared  the  entire  road. 

1.  As  to  whether  the  altuBioa  is  to  baptism  in  Rom.  vi,  S- 
that  is  a  settled  question  by  the  standard  criticism  of  the  pedc 
baptist  world.  Concerning  no  passage  in  God's  word  iuvolnDi 
denominational  viBws,  is  there  a  more  general  accord,  as  tb 
Reader  can  see  by  referring  to  my  fourth  speech  on  John* 
baptism.  I  can  altbrd  to  have  my  friend  iight  out  his  aasei 
tions  with  Wesley,  Adam  Clark,  Samuel  Clark  and  R.  Wal 
son.  The  fact  is,  all  he  has  eaid  but  makes  it  the  more  evi 
dent  that  no  mortal  man  can  make  any  seuse  out  of  the  fira 
seven  verses  in  6th  of  Romans,  untesfi  it  is  nuderstood  tha 
water  baptism  is  referred  to.  If  my  ^friend  cau  exorcise  tfa< 
water  out  of  those  passages  he  can  express  the  last  drop  on 
of  Christian  baptism  as  easily.  And  he  has,  when  be  declare 
the  baptism  by  the  Spirit  is  still  in  vogue,  for  if  so,  there  ia  m 
water  baptism  left. 

2.  But  hie  assertion  that  bapHizo  means  primarily  and  pro 
perly  to  sprinkle,  and  that  AJford,  Lightfoot,  Beza,  Witsinc 
Terrentioe,  Adam  Clark,  Olehauseu,  ^^umgarten,  and  Stiei 
aU[^ort  bim  in  this  position,  perfectly  astounds  me!  I  hav 
quoted  neaite  aroiy  one  of  these  authors  asserting  the  ver 
ooDtrary.  ISw  Elder  has  certainly  become  desperate  and  rech 
IcM  of  hia  ova  reputation.  Whether  he  has  not  made 
mistake  with  reference  to  the  facts  in  these  cases,  and  the  n 

e  that  can  he  placed  upon  his  last  assertions  when  hi 

t  la  in  peril,  I  will  leave  yoa  to  decide  when  I  have  aali 

t  these  authors  do  say.     Does  Alfbrd,  the  learaad 


Mode  of  Baptism.  255 

the  most  critical  of  all  modera  expositors^  agree  with  Eider  D. 

that  bapUdzo  means  to  sprinkle,  and  is  so  used  throughout  the 

New  Testament? 

Hear  Alford : 

Dean  AIaPOBD.— '^Tbe  bapttsm  was  administered  by  the  immeiakm  of 
Ihe  whole  peiBoou ''<-Gr.  Tes.    MattiiLd. 

**The  symbolic  nature  of  baptism  is  hero  to  be  borne  In  Dalnd}  *  * 
the  IfuteialQt  tbe  old  maniaod  the  r^gwrr^cttion of  the  new  man«"-*-Gr. 
Tes.,  on  Luke  xii.  60. 

Dean  Alfobd. — "The  allegory*  Is  obviously  not  to  be  pressed  minutely; 
for  neither  did  they  enter  the  doud,  nor  were  they  wetted  by  the  water  of 
1}^  g^^ff  arQii^  pawed  under  hotb^  as  the  hsintieed  passes  under  water." 
"They  enteiced  1^  ttie  a^t  of  such  ttiim<r«ion  into  a  solemn  covenant  with 
Qody  and  became  His  ehureh  under  the  law  as  given  by  Moses,  Qod's  ser- 
▼aat|  just  as  we  Oh  ristfaos  do  by  our  baptism."  4c.-^r.  Tes,,  on  1  Cor* 
Z.2. 

Does  Lightfoot  sustain  him?    Of  John's  baptism  he  says: 

Db.  Ii]0HKPoar.«-»"  That  the  baptism  el  John  was  by  plunging  the  body 
(after  Ihe  same  mattB<^  as  the  washing  unclean  persons  and  the  baptism 
of  pfoeelytes  was),  seems  to  aiH[>earAK>m  those  things  which  are  related 
of  him;  namely,  that  he  bapUud  in  Jordon^  that  he  baptized  in  ^dSnon,  b^ 
coMMC  M«r«  wif9  wmch  water  there;  and  that  Clurist  being  baptized,  came  up  out 
of  iM  wainr ;  to  which  that  seems  to  be  parallel,  Acts  viii.  38,  Philip  and  the 
eunuch  went  down  into  the  water^  Ac 

If  John's  baptism  was  by  immersion,  then  was  Christ  im- 
mersed and  his  apostles,  and  the  thousands  of  diciples  they 
baptized  before  pentecost,  and  this  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 
must  have  been  the  act  Christ  commanded. 

Doea^Beaa  and  Witsius  sustain  him  ?     I  refer  to  their  testi- 
monies which  I  produced  in  my  last  speech. 
Doee  TonetkM  sustain  Elder  D  ?    He  says : 

TUBBETINE. — '-The  word  baptism^  is  of  Greek  origin,  and  is  derived 
ftom  the  verb  bt^^  which  signifies  to  dip,  and  to  dye;  baptizein,  to  baptize, 
lodip  tatdy  to  immerse."— Ins.,  lo<l  zix.,  quses.  xL,s  4. 

Boee  A*  Clarke  euatain  hjis  position  7    He  says : 

Dbl  A.QuuKBL-^'^'fhey  leeeivo  baptism  as  an  emldem  of  death,  in  vol- 
QBlaiil^  fleteg  uadsr  the  water,  so  they  receive  it  as  an  emblem  of  resur- 
rectioii  unto  eternal  life,  in  coming  up  out  of  the  water  "(Com.,  on  1  Cor. 
XV.  28),  "It  is  probable  that  the  apostle  here  alludes  to  the  mode  of  ad- 
TolnWrhg  bmj^jpffl  hy  inunersloni  the  whole  body  being  put  under  the 
watar."*p*<4A,,  on  Bom.  vL  4 

"  Pftptf"*^",  or  immersions  of  the  body  in  water,  sprinklings,  and  wash- 
ings, wece  frequent  as  religious  rites  among  the  Hebrews,  and  were  all 


is6  iHz  GiF-kT  C-hi*:L:,7oy 


kl  fA  iLa:  p>:zirT  Tl>£:h  a  I^jwt  &jd  icqaireft  in  hb  woiship- 

H^r-r  Cldrke  'lI«t::.ga'>Les  between  tttpdsma  mnd  sprink- 
ilLg* — ^&L.d  a^imits  thAt  biipUsxns  were  immeraonSy  and  thus 
this  great  cocumerit&tor  of  his  own  church  ib  fbdj  agminst  him, 
hi*^  ^\^ti*jy  MeTiere  declares  in  his  Manual  that  Clarke  is  a 
trae  expone&t  ot  Methodist  fidxh. 

Does  OlsL^useii  support  Elder  D.'«  asertion  that  baptidzo 
meaxis  to  spriiikle,  aud  that  Bom.  vL  3.  4.  does  not  refer  to 
ater  baptisni?     He  sa 


OLsUAL'sfijr.— "John's  baptiffm  was  in  afl  prohaUlitT'  like  C**rtirfi«»  bip- 
thaHf  not  oui y  in  ikuA.  that  in  it  the  haptiring  paitJtf  peifonned  the  im- 
meraoD  on  tLe  baptizcrd,'*  Ac  "  The  one-half  of  the  acHon — the  flubmer- 
iiiou— ivpn^.-nta  [he  ntgative  a^eel,  tiz.,  the  faking  away  of  the  old  man 
iUjtu  vL  4  ;  in  tlie  other  part — the  emerakm — Che  poaitiTe  msped, . . . 
im  dbuotecL" — Com.,  on  Mutt.  iiL  1, 1^  17. 

**The  figurative  expreaaion  baptitmrn  refen  to  hajHiwn  by  fire,  and  in- 
volves at  once  the  idea  of  a  painftil  ^omg  dotm  ^a  dtjing  In  lliat  which  is 
old. ,  and  also  of  a  joylul  comi^  up  .a  leBuneclion  In  Ihat  which  is  newj, 
aft  K#iUi.  vL  ,i  «how«L** — Com.,  on  Matt.  xx.  ^ 


^*Jolm  aliso  was  baptizing  in  the  neighbcHrhoody  beeanse  the  wnSer 
thefe . . .  alCinled  oonveienee  for  immenion." — Cbm.,  on  John  IIL  22^ 


I>o  you  call  this  au  agreement? 

Does  Baumgarteu  agree  with  Elder  D.?    He  says: 

Baumgabtex.— '*Aei  in  baptiam,  i<inee  man  is  not  only  dipped  Into  the 
water,  but  also  oomea  up  again,  the  fellowatiip  so  signified  is  not  merely  • 
fellowship  of  humiliation,  but  also  of  exaltation ;  not  alone  a  f^Hnm^n^"" 
of  death  and  the  grave,  but  a  communion  likewise  of  resuneotton  and  a^ 
cension.'^ — On  Acts  ix.  1-36. 

Does  Stier  sustain  my  opponent  that  6apttiso  means  to  sprmHi 
in  the  Xew  Testament?    He  says: 

Db.  Btieb. — "The  cup  points  to  something  that  is  to  be  Inwardly  tasted 
or  experienced;  while  the  baptism  denotes  the  same  thing  as  also  ove^ 
powering  as  from  without  ...  As  the  cup  points  back  more  to  the  aerign- 
ing  will  of  the  Father,  so  there  lies  in  the  baptism  a  hint  pointing  forward 
to  the  not  remaining  tmder  the  water,  the  coming  ftuth,  andrising  again," 
4fcc.— On  Matt.  xx.  22. 


"Concerning  the  baptizing  of  the  Holy  Qhost,  Theophylaot  rightly  aiiid, 
'It  signifies  the  outpouring  and  abundance  of  the  bestowment. '  > '  ''llMy 
should  now  be  Immersed  into  the  ftill  fiood  of  the  Spbdt  of  God."— IFordi 
Ac,  VOL  vilL,  pp.  41»-i20. 
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Does  Euiuoel  Baj  to  be  baptized  is  to  be  sprinkled?  He 
says : 

^^  Tbbe  submerged  with  the  efoila  .  .  .  with  which  I  shall  b$  aubmerged,  Afflio- 
tions  and  calamities  in  the  Holy  Scriptures  are  often  compared  to  deep 
waters,  in  which  they  are  sahmerged,  as  it  were,  who  are  pressed  by  a 
weight  of  calamities.  Hence,  to  be  baptized  is  to  be  oppressed  with  UlSf 
or  to  be  immersed  with  ills. " — Com.f  on  Matt  xx.  22. 

Does  Loigh,  his  fevorite  lexicographer  agree  with  my  oppo- 
nent when  he  expressly  says: 

"BapHdso  *  *  The  native  and  proper  signification  of  It  is  to  dip  into 
water,  or  to  plunge  under  water. '' 

It  is  not  an  improper  or  unasual  signification  of  baptidzo, 
that  should  be  soaght  after.  Blackstone  says  that  words  mast 
be  understood  in  their  usual  and  most  known  signification.  J. 
Emesti  says,  with  whom  Stuart  agrees,  that  the  literal,  which 
is  the  grammatical  and  most  obvious  sense  is  the  only  true  one. 

But  as  a  climax,  he  mentions  Moses  Stuart  as  declaring 
with  him  that  baptidzo  means  to  sprinkle! 

*'  1.  Bapio  and  hapiidxo  mean  to  dip^  plunge,  or  immerge  into  any  thing 
liquid.    All  lexicographers  and  critics  of  any  note  are  agreed  in  this."— 

Again, 

**Butenou£^.    'It  is,'  says  Augusti  (Denkw.  vii,  p.  216),  'a  thing 
made  out,'  vis,,  the  ancient  practice  of  immersion.    80,  indeed,  all  the 
writes  who  have  thoroughly  investigated  this  subject  condude.    I  know 
at  no  one  usage  of  ancient  times  which  seems  to  be  more  clearly  made 
oat.     I  cannot  see  how  it  is  poesible  for  any  candid  man  who  examines 
the  sulject  to  deny  this.  ••••••• 

"  Christian  Baptism,**  by  M.  Stuart,  p.  51. 

I  leave  the  audience  to  render  the  verdict. 

He  again  asserts  with  increased  vehemence  his  oft  dis- 
proved assertion  that  there  is  no  example  in  classic  Greek 
where  a  living  animal,  man  or  beast  was  said  to  be  immersed, 
put  clear  under  by  baptidzo  but  that  it  perished !  Every  scholar 
knows  that  I  have  produced  six  unmistakable  cases,  and  one. 
would  be  sufficient. 

He  has  so  often  made  this  assertion,  that  I  will  nail  it  to  the 
counter  just  here  and  dismiss  it. 

1.    My  first  case  was  that  of  Aristobulus,  whom  his  associates 
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w^re  bribed  to  put  to  death  m  if  in  sport  in  a  swimmifig  bath. 

The  text  reads :— ^Continually  or  frequently  pressing  him 
dowti)  and  immersing,  (baptising),  Mm  tiiey  finally  suffocated 
him. 

If  one  baptism  woald  have  destroyed  faim^  why  was  the  io»> 

mersion  repeated? 

SL  My  second  case  was  that  of  the  scddiers  on  the  sea  of 
Gkililee,  being  submerged — (baptised)  along  with  tiieir  veaseb; 
those  that  rose  to  the  snrfoce  were  dispatched,  kc  Why  du- 
patch  them,  if  baptidzo  put  them  to  the  bottom  to  remain? 

8.  My  third  case  was  the  80  fix.  of  Oonant,  where  the 
author  of  a  work  on  Epidemics  describes  a  diseaMd  person, 
'*  as  breathing  as  persons  do  after  having  been — hAapMhai^ 
immersed."  How  could  any  one  tell  how  a  person  breathed 
after  having  been  imm^^ed,  if  the  immersion  invariably  des^ 
troyed  him  ? 

4.  My  fourth  example  was  the  69th  of  Couant,  where  the 
cavalry  forces  of  Xoenatas  baptized--&^^&&omeiiaJ-^nd  sinldDg 
in  the  pools  were  all  made  useless  and  many  perished.  If 
baptidzo  eftectually  destroyed,  why  did  any  survive  ? 

5.  My  fifth  example  was  the  64th  of  Conant,  where  the 
charm  to  cure  frightful  dreams  is  given. 

^^Call  the  old  enchantress  and-^^fq^fiMn^mimersing  thy 
self,  eis  thaUtssen^  in  the  sea,  spend  a  day  sitting  on  the  ground." 
If  the  immersion  would  have  destroyed  him,  liow  could  he 
fulfill  the  second  part  of  the  direction---sit  «  whole  day  os 
the  ground  ? 

6.  My  sixth  case  was  Conant's  66th  Bx. :  TV}ien,  to  free 
Agamemnon  from  his  inordinate  desire,  he  Aap(»on,  immersing 
himself  in  lake  Copais.  I  have  thrice  or  more  times  asked  my 
opponent  if  the  King  did  not  go  from  that  immersion,  to  the 
seige  of  Troy.  These  six  are  as  good  as  sixty.  His  assertion 
is  utterly  false.  I  grant  that  baptidzo  is  often  o^ed  of  ships 
sinking  to  rise  no  more — and  of  animals  when  they  were 
drowned^  but  the  great  Schleusner  says  that  Iti  the  sense  of  to 
drown,  it  is  never  used  in  the  New  Testament,  and  Vossins 
agrees  with  him  in  this.    This  is  my  final  notice  of  this  assertion. 
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Tire  fit«t  faxat  he  menti(m«  ib  new  to  bo  one,  and  does  his 
pomtiott  no  go6d;  i.e.  "tbat  words  sometiineB  change  their  mean- 
ings and  escape  altogether  from  them/' 

My  opponent  has  again  fled  for  reftoge  intx)  the  Syriac  and 
the  versions,  where,  if  he  sees  fit,  he  can  remain  until  t  reach 
the  versions  some  days  hence  in  the  due  course  of  my  argu- 
ment 

Argumefil* 

I  will  restttne  where  I  dosed  yesterday  on  tiie  Oommission. 
My  plan  and  purposebasbeentomakeafifymmetrical  argument 
I  will,  therefore^  ptoceed  in  the  conrse  I  have  marked  out 
f0r  n^self.  My  opponent  has  again  fled  before  me  one  or  two 
d^ys^  and  taken  cover  under  Tersions^  but  I  shall  not  on  that 
aooiOunt  deviate  far  from  the  course  I  have  prescribed  for 
myeelf.    I  will  again  read  the  commission  as  recorded  by 

'^Oo  ye,  therefbf^  a^d  teach  a]l  nations,  baptteing  them  in  the  name  of 
the  Father,  andofttieSQn,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost:  teaching  them  to  observe 
aM  thingB  whatsoever  I  have  oommaitdc^d  you :  and  lo,  I  aiy>  witb.  you 
atway,  even  unto  the  end  of  the  world. '^ 

Mark  records  it  in  nearly  the  same  language : 

"Go  ye  taito  aU  the  worid,  and  jneadi  the  gosp^ to evei:y creature,  fie 
that  beUeveth  and  is  baptized  shall  be  saved ;  he  that  believeth  not  shaU 
be.^ttuiied." 

^is  is  the  law;  and  the  only  law  for  Christian  baptism.  It 
is  <^tiched  in  unambiguous  terms.  Now,  we  cannot  suppose 
tltett  Christ,  after  fulfilling  all  righteousness,  ^^  by  submitting 
tb  the  rite  which  his  harbinger  administered,  intended  to 
stcpersede  this  by  instituting  another  of  a  different  character. 
Be  does  not  intimate  any  change;  he  uses  the  same  wordf 
itesignating  liie  same  act  John  performed  in  Jordan.  The 
<mly  change  is  in  eisctending  the  commission  to  ^^  all  the  world  " 
^t6  all  nations  and  tribes  instead  of  restricting  it  '^to  the  lost 
^e^  of  the  Bonse  of  Israel."  Kbw,  let  me  read  to  you  the 
CUson  of  Btaekstone  with  regard  to  the  interpretation  of  law : 

''lb  inieqpi^  a  law,  we  must  inquire  after  the  wUl  of  the  ffUiker,  which 
Mksf^  eiiBeetsd  eMfaer  from  iiie  words,  the  oonte^  the  subject  matter, 
ftwi^rfterta-and  euMwuiucweeB,  ^r  spirit  afid  reason  of  the  law.    (I)  Words 
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tor  it:*  direct  object.  I  am  impressed  with  this  fact,  that  what- 
ever the  verb  baptki^o  expresses,  it  took  direct  effect  npoQ  the 
persons:  baptized  and  not  the  water.  It  is  the  meaning  of  the 
\voi\l  fijpUiizo  that  we  are  inquiring  after,  and  it  is  its  usus 
'  "p.utvi  in  the  New  Testament  that  I  propose  to  determine. 

It  is  claimed  bv  my  opiK^nent.  and  some  few  others,  that 
'^'ipt-dzo  meaus«  proj^erly  and  primarily,  to  sprinkle,  and  to 
pour  and,  if  he  ever  admits  that  it  m^^y  anywhere  in  the  New 
Testament  mean  immerse,  or  dip  in,  when  referring  to  the 
Christian  rite,  I  have  not  yet  heard  it  from  his  lips  onlj 
that  it  does  not  nican  to  dip. 

There  is  a  rule  that  requires  disputants  to  define  clearly  the 

terms  they  use,  and  I  propose  to  define,  before  going  fiirther, 
the  true  sisrnification  of  these  terms,  Webster  will  be  en- 
dorsed  as  gooti  authority  : 

To  immerse,  say?  Wel^ier.  pHmmruy  -  7^  p^  tmitr  m  ibadj  to  pbim§t^  tp 
ijf . '    FianiRi  ti  voly . 

"To  ^-v^r  "t.  to  f»,:^^  ^^^^r^''  ^^  to  N?  immosed  in  bnsiiieaB,  in eu9 
or  sulftrincs. 

Tlie  subjkvt  or  object  of  this  a^n  is  without  division  of  parts  placed 
undrf.  or  dipi^rl  into,  or  ovor«~hflmed  by  the  element,  which  unut  ^ 
<e«isily  divi»:lcle  iu  iis  naiuiv-,  as  dui«ls  or  sand."  etc. 

r./vwr.  i.     T:*  rwir. '..v  d^rfjiu/,  ma  sir&im^  eitker  out  of  d 

>VA>:/ ."  :>i:.-  if,  as  to  pi^ur  water  from  a  pail  or  out  of  it. 

Pour  is  apprv^priately.  but  not  exclusively,  applied  to  JhiAn 
and  s:&:i;ifies  merelv  to  cast  or  throw  in.  in  this  sense  modified 
by,  ::i:./ro'H.  (ytjnio,  •;«.  »//>o«.  etc. 

It  is  applied,  not  on!y  to  liquor?,  but  to  all  other  flnida,  and 

Liteniklv,  all  can  see  that  a  solid  indivinble  bodr.  as  mm 
cannot  be  the  direct  object  of  the  verb  to  poor,  bat  onhr  in  » 
n^rurative  or  poetic  sense,  with  which  we  have  nothing  to  da 
Rov.  in  his  Hebrew  lexicon  defines  it  bv  ^dUfiue." 

To  SpF.rxKLE.  Webster  says.  1.  •'To  scaittr;  to  ditfirm;  u 
a  liqv.id  or  a  dry  substance  comp<^sed  of  fine  sepmnble  parti- 
cles ;is  Moses  sprinkled  handfuKs  of  ashe«  towmid 

Secv'::dary  iv:eaniug,  »r  JA  :  />'vjntvf«/i?n  eipnsad  or 

'.r're^i  i:  >  Oi  /'i. :  -i  o.  "i;v  i.^^i  •<>-n/.  *•  To  scatter  on,'"*  to  kBpna- 

•  •    •• 
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Wlienever  sprinkle  is  used  in  the  sense  of  purify  in  sacred 
Scripture,  the  tfft^  is  put  for  the  means^  as  Heb.  x,  22. 

It  will  be  seen  that  a  ^ofid  body  whose  particles  are  not  sep- 
arable, cannot  be  sprinkled,  but  it  can  only  be  fr^sprinkled 
with  fluid  or  sand,  etc.,  but,  as  they  are  the  terms  of  law 
before  us,  we  can  have  nothing  to  do  with  secondary  and  figu- 
rative meanings,  but  with  the  primary,  simple  form  and  sense 
of  this  verb. 

The  verb  "to  pour^^  is  used  in  sacred  Scripture  fifty-one  times, 
and  in  no  single  instance  does  God  command  men  to  be  poured. 
It  is  used  only  once  in  the  Nei^  Testament  Rev.  xvi,  l,"pour 
(nU  the  vials  of  wrath,  etc.** 

To  sprinkle  is  used  nineteen  times,  and  in  not  one  single 
instance  does  God  command  men  to  be  sprinkled.  Neither  to 
pour  nor  to  sprinkle  are  once  used  in  connection  with,  or 
alluding  to  baptism.  But  Christ  did  command  men  to  be  bap- 
tized, and  therefore  he  never  commanded  them  to  be  poured  or 
sprinkled.  The  command  would  be  in  violation  of,  and  repug- 
fumt  to  our  natural  reason.  Men  are  not  divisible ;  they  can- 
not be  sprinkled  or  poured. 

We  certainly  are  not  allowed  to  look  for  tropical  language 
in  the  terms  of  positive  law,  but  terms  used  in  their  literal 
and  general  signification. 

I  want  every  man,  woman  and  child  to  carry  this  argument 
home. 

You  CANNOT  8PBINKLB  OB  POUR  A  MAN,  Btfr  ONLT  WATER  OR 
FLUID  OB  SAND,  OB  80MB  DIVISIBLB  BLBM BNT  upon  HIM. 

But  Christ  does  not  use  the  preposition  in  the  commission, 
and  no  one  has  the  right  to  add  to  his  word,  or  to  the  words  of 
his  law,  to  change  it  He  does  not  command  to  baptize  the  tcater 
upon  persons,  but  to  baptize  the  persons  themselves.  Water  is  never 
the  object  of  the  verb  baptidzo,  nor  is  it  ever  the  nominative 
of  the  verb  in  its  passive  form.  Believing  persons,  men  and 
women,  are  commanded  to  be  baptized,  and  not  the  water  to 
be  baptized  upon  them.  Eld.  Ditzler  cannot  parse  this  com- 
mission, and  substitute  to  sprinkle  or  to  pour  for  one  of  the 
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meaniDgs  of  baptidzo.  He  may  attempt  to  ridicule  it,  but  he 
should  remember  the  statement  of  his  sprinkling  Bro.  Geo. 
Campbell,  the  Presbyterian. 

My  next  argument  is  this: 

to  claim  that  the  yebb  baptidzo  has  ditbbsb  and  0pp08itb 
meanings  in  this  place  ob  in  any  other  passage  in  the  sacred 
Scriptures,  is  to  violate  one  of  the  acknowledged  rules  ov 
interpreting  language. 

To  sprinkle,  to  pour,  to  immerse,  to  pop  on,  denote  diverse 
and  opposite  acts,  and  no  word  can  be  coined  in  any  language 
to  express  them.  If  b(q>tidzo  means  to  sprinkle^  it  cannot  mean 
to  immerse.  This  is  self  evident,  and  if  it  means  to  immerse, 
the  meaning  I  have  shown  it  invariably  has  in  the  writings  of 
the  Evangelists,  it  cannot  mean  either  to  pour  or  to  sprinkle 
or  to  pop.  We  must  select  one  and  but  one  of  these  for  it» 
true  meaning. 

My  next  argument  is  from  the  universal  adaptibility  of  the 
term. 

Whatever  baptidzo  signifies  with  respect  to  the  ritb  of 
baptism,  will  translate  it  in  evert  passage  in  which  it 
applies  to  baptism. 

To  test  this  canon  and  thereby  ascertain  the  true  significaSon 
of  baptidzo  in  the  New  Testament,  I  propose  to  examine  every 
passage  in  the  Evangelists,  and  some  others,  in  which  baptidzo 
and  its  cognates  are  found,  and  I  do  this  to  determine  this- 
vexed  question  in  the  minds  of  the  common  reader,  for  whose 
benefit  I  am  most  especially  shaping  this  discussion.  It  will  6« 
seen  by  him  thai  in  every  case  in  which  baptidzo  is  usedy  it  is  inva- 
riably used  in  the  sense  of  to  immerse^  and  never  in  either  thai  of  to 
pour  or  to  sprinkle^  to  pop^  or  to  stand  up,  as  some  claim  that  the 
Sjfriae  verb  denoting  baptism  means, 

I  open  the  New  Testament  at  Matt  iii,  6 : 

'   ICatt.  Hi,  6^  0,  7 :  'Then  went  out  to  him  Jerusalem  and  all  Jodea,. 
*^  ttfts  region  rotmd  about  Jordan,  and  were  sprinkled,  poured,  popped, 
"d|  ■feood  up,  (thedalmed  force  of  amad  in  Syriao.    Bome  Pedotiap* 
im  ttMt  It  means  to  stand,  so  I  tiy  each  passage  witli  lo  «teMl  alKS> 
1  of  hlm-in  Jordan,  oonfesaing  their  sins. 
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Will  you  decide  which  of  these  acts  makes  sense,  remem- 
bering that  you  cannot  sprinkle  or  scatter  a  living  being  into 
fine  particles  or  drops? 

2.  Verse  11 :  "I  indeed  sprinklei  pour,  stand  you  up,  immerse  you  in 
water^  unto' repentance,  etc." 

3.  Verses  13, 14, 15, 16 :  "Then  oometh  Jesus  from  Galilee  to  Jordan, 
unto  John,  to  be  scattered,  poured,  immersed  of  him ;  but  John  forbade 
him,  saying,  I  have  need  to  be  scattered,  poured,  immersed  of  thee,  and 
comest  thou  to  me  ?*' 

"And  Jesus  when  he  was  scattered,  poured  out,  stood  up,  immersed, 
went  up  straightway  out  of  the  water." 

4.  Matt  xzi,  26,  26,  27:  "The  sprinkling,  pouring,  popping,  immersion, 
etc.,  of  John,  whence  was  it,  from  Heaven  or  of  men  ?" 

5.  Mark  i,  3:  "John  did' sprinkle,  pour,  pop,  stand  up,  immerse,  in 
the  wilderness,  etc.'' 

"And  there  went  out  unto  him  all  the  land  of  Judea,  and  they  of  Jeru- 
salem, and  were  aU  sprinkled,  poured,  stood  up,  immersed  of  him  in  the 
river  of  Jordan,  etc." 

6.  Verse  8,  9, 10 :  "I  indeed  have  sprinkled,  poured,  stood  you  up,  Im- 
mersed you  (en,  in)  water. 

7.  Mark  xi,  30 :  "The  sprinkling,  pouring,  inmiersion  of  John,  was  it 
from  Heaven,  or  of  men  ?  " 

Should  I  be  censured  for  believing  that  every  one  not  blind- 
ed by  prejudice,  must  be  convinced  that  these  two  Evangelists 
at  least,  used  baptidzo  only  in  the  sense  of  to  immerse  7 — [^Time 
out 
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DIL  DITZLER'S  EIGHTH  REPLY. 

Gentlemen  Moderators  : — Blackstone  again.  I  endorse  all 
Blackstone  says.  Usage — current  ussage  is  oar  guide  on  the 
meaning  of  words,  but  what  o(  primary  meamngi  Oarrent 
meaning  is  not  primary,  and  often  does  not  exhibit  a  single 
trace  of  the  primary  at  all,  as  Webster,  Fowler,  FairbairD, 
Jahn,  Bobinson,  &c.,  tell  you. 

1.  We  saw  that  classic  use  proved  that  sprinkle  was  the 
primary  meaning  of  baptidzo  and  bapto  as  well.  This  he  has 
never  attempted  to  meet  even  by  a/i?in/of  attack. 

2.  Only  thirty  times  in  all  can  baptidzo  be  found  in  all  the 
classic  Greek  literature  of  the  world  up  to  Christ's  coming, 
and  the  cases  can  be  examined.  Certain  it  is  Christ  and  the 
Apostles  knew  not  of  those — never  saw  them.  Most  of  them 
were  written  just  before  he  came,  in  remote  countries  in 
classic  Greek  style,  in  the  iron  age  thereof. 

3.  By  Blackstone  the  literature  examined  to  find  an  author's 
meaning  at  least  must  be  kindred^  not  remote,  of  a  difierent 
Greek,  yea  and  tongue.  Of  what  affinity  is  classic  Greek — 
Polybius,  8trabo,  &c,  with  the  Bible  Greek?  Baptidzo  in 
Plato  is  to  make  drunk,  and  confuse  with  questions.  In  Jo- 
sephus'  Greek,  learned  from  classics,  it  is  to  sink,  where  each 
submerged  object  went  to  the  bottom  and  remains  there  yet; 
to  burden  or  overwhelmn  with  calamities,  debts,  taxes.  So 
Plutarch.  In  Aristotle  it  is  to  "overflow"  a  permanent,  im- 
movable object.  In  Alcibiades,  Aristophanes  it  is  to  asperse, 
pour  abuse  upon.  Now  where  has  baptidzo  such  meanings  as 
these  in  the  ordinance  use  of  it  in  the  N.  T.?  You  know  it 
has  no  such  meanings. 

But  Dean  Alford,  that  great  scholar  and  critic,  is  called  up, 
as  if  he  were  on  his  side. 

Hear  what  Alford  says  in  his  commentary  on  Mark  vii,  4, 
and  Acts  ii,  41 :  "  The  baptismoi^  as  applied  to  klinoi  (couches 
at  meals)   were  certainly  not  immersions^  but  sprinkUnqs  or 
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fusions  of  water."  "  Almost  without  doubt,  this  first  baptism 
must  have  been  administered,  as  that  of  the  first  Geutile  con- 
verts was  (see  note  ch.  x,  57  atid  note),  by  affusion  and 
sprinkling^  not  by  immeirsicn  (italics  Ais).  So  thought  Olshausen, 
Stier  and  other  of  the  greatest  Greek  critics  of  this  or  any 
century. 

Dr.  G.  thinksl  misrepresent  him.  Heis  mistaken.  I  quoted 
his  book  where,  commenting  on  Heb.  ix,  10,  he  says  they 
Were  the  washings,  immersions  of  the  law.  I  read  your  words 
then.  I  certainly  never  dreamed  of  you  saying  or  meaning 
that  all  the  purifications  were  meant;  for  these  were  often  by 
sprinkling  blood,  atid  sprinkling  of  the  water  with  ashes  of  a 
burnt  heifer— often  by  this  method.  But  I  quoted  you  as  re- 
ferring to  the  washings  {rachats — louo — nipto^)  that  were  for 
declaring  ceremonial  cleansing  or  purity.  It  will  be  more  to 
point  if  he  will  meet  my  facts,  or  show  how  the  people 
immersed  themselves  in  the  light  of  the  numerous  facts  we 
have  presented.  The  amount  of  water — pure,  simple  water — 
used  for  these  baptisms,  is  given  the  fifth  of  a  pint  of  water — 
an  egg-shell  full — hen's  egg — served  to  baptize  a  man.  A 
few  particles — "little  particles  of  hail"  were  sufficient  when 
melted,  to  baptize.  Clemens  Alexaudrinus,  A.  D.  190,  a 
learned  Greek,  says  the  Jews  daily  baptized  themselves  epi 
koitae  on  a  couch — the  water  was  poured  on  their  heads.  Jose- 
phus,  a  high  priest  in  Apostolic  days,  twice  uses  sprinkle  for 
the  wash — rachats — Greek  louo — of  the  Mosaic  books,  where 
Aaron  and  his  sons  were  washed — to  which  you  all,  A.  Camp- 
bell, Carson,  Gale,  &c.,  assert  baptidzo  applies  in  apocryphal 
and  New  Testament  Greek.  1 

Authority  on  baptism  in  fire — ^this  you  may  produce — a  few 
authorities.  But  the  mass,  98  to  one  are  against  it.  It  is 
supremely  absurd  to  make  John  say  that  those  he  baptized 
with  water,  Christ  baptized  with  the  Spirit,  should  be  plunged 
into  hell  as  the  effect  of  a  double  baptism.  Let  him  show 
where  bapHdzo  applies  to  being  cast  into  hell.  Show  a  text 
ItoomH  be  cbncj  and  he  knows  it. 

Amady  Syriac  for  baptize.  He  pretends  that  I  adduced 
Luke  vii,  44,   as  a  case  where  aniad  was  used.     I  told  the 
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audience  plainly  that  the  Syrians  used,  as  the  Arabs  did, 
several  words  for  baptidzo  in  their  literature.  I  quoted  Judd, 
the  zealous  Baptist,  and  Db.  J.  R.  Gbaves  as  my  wUiMsaes^  as 
well  as  Neander,  I.8769  Giesler,  Hegessippus  and  the  $jfriae 
itself.  Jieva  is  rendered  baptidzo  in  2ud,  and  subsequent  cen- 
turies.  A  sect  of  Christians  are  called  Tzebians  or  SabeoM 
from  that  word — ^baptize  daily — ^*  Haemero— Baptists.'*  It 
is  the  word  in  the  Arabic  N.  T.,  made  in  the  golden  age  of 
Arabic  learning — ^in  an  age  when  they  translated  Plato,  Aris- 
totle and  Homer — ^in  that  age  of  Greek  study  some  88  times 
ill  the  N.  T.,  they  render  baptidzo  and  its  nouns  by  this  word 
which  is  used  repeatedly  for  clear  oases  of  sprinkUng — admitted 
by  Dr.  Graves  to  be  very  light  sprinklings.  Hence  these  fitcts 
are  perfectly  crushing.  In  the  Apostolic  age  baptize  in  Syriac 
was  applied  to  sprinklings,  never  to  immersions — hevsb. 

But  the  thing  that  most  astonished  me  in  the  gentleman's 
speech  was  that  my  sprinkle  was  translated  from  the  Latin 
tingo.  He  asserted  that  it  was  all  tingo^  tingOy  tingol !  I  am 
amazed  at  the  gentleman.  Wliat  does  he  mean?  Where  was 
bis  hearing?  He  waits  two  days — two  days  have  passed  since 
I  read  the  Greek  Lexicons,  and  now  he  thus  hopes  to  break 
the  force  of  the  mighty  array  of  crushing  facts  we  adduced. 
Alas !  for  such  a  dodge.  In  not  a  single  case  did  I  render  tingo 
by  sprinkle.  The  words  in  Latin  I  quoted  from  Wahl  (8rd  ed./ 
Wolfius,  Vossius,  Suicer,  Schleusner,  Julianus,  &c.,  &c.,  were 
adspergo,  oonspergo^  aspersio  per/undo^  prof  undo — ^in  Greek  from 
£uthymius  (4th  cent)  and  Guges  were  rantidzOy .  emd  epiehuno^ 
i.  e.,  q>iy  upou  and  o&eo,  to  pour,  and  let  him  dare  deny  any  of 
these  facts  or  renderings?  Several  were  English,  quoted  from 
Booth  and  Ingham,  both  Baptist  standard  writers,  giving 
sprinkle,  pour  in  English,  and  we  have  them  here— cited  the 
page.  Schneider  gives  baptidzo  as  equivalent  to  Greek  breeho 
which  is  such  a  sprinkling  and  pouring  forth  as  rain,  tears, 
dew.  He  knows  this.  Stokius'  words  were  ^adspergendo 
aquam" — by  sprinkling  the  water,  and  ^^aqua  adfundebaiurf* 
the  water  was  poured  copiously  upon  the  baptized.  Will  he 
deny  thtitfundo  is  the  Latin  for  pourl  Passow  is  in  German 
— is  not  benetzen^  anfeuchten  moisten^  wet^  in  German?    Is  not 
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biffiessen  sprinkle,  like  Latin  perfundo  and  ubergieasmheQpnxiklej 
sprinkle  upon,  iJ)er8chuUm  poar  upon?  Yon  must  improve 
your  bearing.     We  membumiess. 

He  understands  me  to  say  I  would  not  ^ve  om  word  of 
Syriac  for  a  thousand  of  Greek!  Oh!  no;  nothing  like  it  at 
all.  I  said  in  substance  that  one  such  fact  as  baptize  a  couch 
with  tears,  Christ's  feet  with  her  tears,  the  land  with  rain,  was 
worth  a  thousand  such  authorities  as  you  paraded,  or  lexicons 
made  fifteen,  sixteen  and  eighteen  hundred  years  afterwards, 
when  the  dark  ages  with  their  dark  burden  of  superstition 
rolled  between,  wrapped  in  the  black  folds  of  a  thousand 
years  of  ignorance  and  gloom  and  blood.  Nor  would  I  give 
one  such  &ct  from  the  Apostolic  ages  for  it  all  on  those 
points. 

On  Rom.  vi,  4,  once  more  we  ask,  how  can  a  dip  in  water 
represent  the  crucifixion  on  the  cross?  It  is  useless  to  repeat 
till  he  answers  some  of  my  points.  I  answer  all  he  seeks  to 
make,  then  offiet  with  irrefragable  facts  and  arguments  he 
even  dare  not  notice. 

Again  he  brings  up  apOyfrom.  Finding  that  all  the  learned 
immersionists  of  candor  now  give  it  up,  and  that  Christ  did  not 
go  up  out  of,  but  away  *'^from  the  water," — Conant,  Anderson, 
Wilson,  Bible  Union,  he  falls  back  and  says  ^^apo  takes  them 
just  where  en  and  da  put  them."  But  it  was  Christ  who 
"  went  up  immediately  apOj  from  the  water,"  Matt,  iii,  16 ; 
Mark  i,  10.  Now  eU  is  not  used  anywhere  of  his  baptism  or  of 
his  being  d%  in  or  by  the  Jordan.  It  is  said  Matt,  iii,  13 : 
^^  Then  came  Jesus  pros  to  John  epi  at  the  Jordan  to  be  bap- 
tized"— not  in  the  Jordan.  It  was  epi  at,  not  ds  at,  in  or  by, 
or  into.  Apo  can  only  apply  where  the  person  loaa  not  in  the 
water  J  as  Winer  shows  on  the  Jordan,  answering  to  ept,  yet  40 
feet  from  actual  contact  with  the  water — be  in  Jordan,  in 
Scripture  language,  as  Elijah  dwelt  en  by  the  brook,  &c. 

I  can  assure  the  Doctor  that  if  his  friends  feel  quarter  as 
well  over  this  debate  as  ours  do,  he  may  congratulate  himself. 
Here  is  Bro.  Dockery  who  can  hardly  hold  in  his  big  soul,  he 
feels  so  good. 

The  Doctor  abandons  ^^bury"  now,  and  falls  back  on  a  word 
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in  the  next  verse,  Rom.  vi,  5, "  Planted  together."  What  does 
that  mean  ?  Is  plant  a  word  of  definite  modcj  or  does  it  imply 
envelopment?  Surely  uot^  Suppose  he  takes  the  seed  and  dips 
them  into  the  ground  and  takes  them  right  out  again,  as  they 
baptize,  would  that  be  planting  them  ?  Suppose  it  iis  an  orchard 
of  apple,  peach  and  pear  tree^  he  has  ^^planted.  **  Do  they 
either  dip  them  into  the  earth  and  lift  them  out,  or  cover, 
bury  them  up,  all  over  as  they  put  the  subject  under  water? 
Do  you  not  see  that  this  word  helps  him  not,  but  destroys 
him  ?  Take  a  few  of  the  passages  where  plant  occurs.  "Ps.  i,  8, 
Jer.  xvii,  8  ;  ii,  81,  "A  tree  planted  by  the  rivers  of  water." 
*'A8  a  tree  planted  by  the  waters."  Matt,  xxi,  88,  "A  certain 
householder  which  planted  a  vineyard."  "I  plant  thee  a  noble 
vine,"  Jer.  ii,  31.  In  no  case  do  I  find  plant  in  theBible  impfybig 
complete  envelopment  or  dipping.  So  here  he  utterly  foils  in  tiieir 
favorite  Scripture. 

But  what  is  ^^the  likeness  of  his  death"  in  which  we  are  planted? 
Sionphutoij  planted,  is  from  sumphuo^  *'^borny  enffraft,  ptanted, 
grow  together."  By  this  baptism  we  "are  engrafted^  born,  grow 
together  with  Christ."  So  Paul  sayn.  Does  waUr  baptism 
effect  that?  Is  that  water  baptism?  You  insist  that  as  6y 
the  baptism  "we  are  buried  into  death,"  the  baptism  is  the 
burial.  So  as  "by  the  baptism"  we  are  planted,  that  is,  "en- 
grafted, born,  [of  God],  grow  together"  as  one  with  him,  and 
by  your  position  this  is  water  baptism  ! !  Verily  you  go  beyond 
all  ''*•  CampbeUites"  as  you  call  them;  for  this  is  water  regenera- 
tion, water  engrafting,  water  growing  together  with  Chriat. 
All  this  to  save  the  sinking  cause  of  immersion.  But  again 
we  have  primary  up.  Webster  sustains  me,  as  do  all  authori- 
ties, that  primary  is  the  first,  the  original  meaning  of  the 
word — not  current  meaning,  unless  current  use  retains  the 
original  meaning.  Webster  says  "Primary— ;/&•«<  in  order  of 
time  or  development;  original."  "Primitive — pertaining  to  the 
beginning"  So  Worcester,  Richardson — so  all  critics  hold  it. 
Hence  not  a  single  point  I  have  yet  made  is  shaken^  nor 
can  be. 

He  says  the  definite,  specific  naming  of  a  thing  is  the  exeln- 
sion  of  all  other's.    But  that  is  the  very  point  to  prove— where 
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faa8  the  New  Testament  used  a  definite^  specific  word  for  what 
jroa  require  in  baptism.  The  Greek  has  words  for  dip,  both 
partial  and  thorough  dips — dupto  and  embapiOj  bapto — not  once 
are  they  used  for  baptism,  nor  kolumbao.  In  Greek  pontidzOj 
endunOj  buihidzoy  katapontidzOy  hatadunOj  all  mean  definitely  to 
immerse.  ITot  onee  is  one  of  them  applied  to  baptism  in  the 
Bible.  Conant  gives  baptidzol^  definitions,  A.  Campbell,  sup- 
ports SO  for  it,  Mel],  Gale,  Carson,  &c  an  average  as  great  in 
proportion  to  the  citations.  It  is  wcish  often.  Is  that  specific, 
definite  ?  Far  from  it.  You  wash  your  face,  your  head,  your 
body  by  application  of  water,  and  more  or  less  your  hands — 
no  specific  mode  being  used.  You  wash  .furniture,  tables,  the 
door,  a  child — rains  wash  our  houses,  trees,  fences,  the  bushes, 
herbage,  all  by  pouring.  "Half-blown  roses  washed  in  dew," 
m  Milton,  are  not  immersed.  Lavo  in  Latin,  louOy  plunoy  niptOy 
kludzoy  breeho  in  Greek,  rachats  in  Hebrew,  all  meaning  to  loashj 
mean  to  sprinkle  or  pour,  or  both  also — whenever  modal — are 
ALWAYS  sprinkle  or  pour,  Baptidzo  not  only  means  to  wash,  but 
in  classic  use  it  is  intoxicate,  make  drunk,  burden  with  debts, 
taxes,  overflow,  overwhelm,  asperse,  pour  abuse  upon— these 
are  not  definite,  specific  processes,  and  cdl  one  specific  thing, 
surely. 

If  he  falls  back  on  the  currenty  general  meaning,  he  fares  as 
badly ;  for  taking  the  best  showing  immersionists  could  make, 
out  of  an  average  of  four  hundred  and  seventy-five  cases  they 
unitedly  make  it  dip  eighteen  times.  A.  Campbell  found  no 
place  where  he  could  render  it  dip;  Ingham,  out  of  one  hun- 
dred and  sixty-nine  cases,  found  only  one  where,  in  his  estima- 
tion, it  was  dip.  Hence  dip  in  the  house  of  its  frie^ids,  is  the 
rarest  of  all  meanings.  It  means  drovmyfar  oftener  than  dip, 
in  the  estimation  of  those  who  say  it  meayis  dip  and  nothing 
dsef  Passow,  the  greatest  of  Greek  lexicographers  says: 
"  (?ew€ra%  to  sprinkle  upon  (or  besprinkle,)  to  pour  upon." 
Then  by  this  authority,  assuming  Dr.  Graves'  idea  of  primary, 
we  stijl  have  the  position  sustained  that  no  Baptist  is  baptized. 
If  only  the  primitive  is  the  allowable  one,  and  the  primitive 
means  primary  usagCy  the  most  general  meaning,  then  we  are 
right  stiUy  and  no  Baptist  is  baptized,  save  the  few  who  went 
from  us. 
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And  now  let  me  refer  to  the  way  all  this  is  sustained  by 
the  Hebrew  word  for  baptize— to6Aa2  (tovoZ).  I  gave  Castelly 
Baxtorff's  folio  lexicon ,  etc.  The  first  embodies  fall  three 
hundred  years  of  labor,  the  other  thirty  years.  Here  are 
pains  and  labor,  study,  and  care.  After  defining  tabhal  ( bap- 
tize) by  moisten,  dip,  etc.,  as  formerly  quoted,  they  tell  us — 
Buxtorff— that  it  ^^is  not  washed  all  over,  but  besprinkled  with 
the  water."  Castell,  that  even  when  it  is  intingo^  dip,  '^  the 
dipping  {intinctio)  merely  touches  the  subjeet  to  the  liquid  {water) 
either  in  part  or  in  whole— ( eontingat  tantum  ♦  ♦  ♦  rem 
humidamy  vel  parte  vel  totam — con  with,  and  iango^  to  touch.) 
Schindler  so  distinguished  also  1612,  says  substantially  the 
same — ^'^  merely  toujchesilie  moisture  (liquid  or  water)  in  whole 
or  in  part;  baptize" — attingatj  ad  tOj  and  ton^o,  touch.  Leigh 
has  exactly  the  same.  Stokius'  Hebrew  Clavis,  the  same — 
^'  as  it  touches  the  liquid  in  whole  or  merely  in  part "  {out  mUtem 
ex  parte.)  Here  Castell  is  equivalent  to  nineteen  lexicographers 
—  yea,  twenty,  as  Rabbi  David  Kimchi  is  used  and  endorsed 
here.  In  all  then,  we  have  twenty-five  of  the  greatest  Hebrew 
lexicographers  the  world  has  ever  known,  supporting  us — 
that  if  the  object  "  is  merely  touched  to" — merely  touches  the 
water — the  liquid  element,  or  is  touched  {ab  aqua)  by  the 
water,  he  is  baptized.  When  he  is  besprinkled  by  it,  he  is 
touched  by  it  But  then,  all  these  great  and  &med  lexico- 
graphers are  crazy ^  ^^  crazy  as  loons,"  for  they  sustain  Furst 
out  and  out. 

Schindler  was  recognized  justly  in  his  daj  as  Leigh  quotes 
it  ^^  the  greatest  scholar  in  Christendom.*^  All  the  great  witnesses 
— ^thirty  odd  Greek  lexicons — all  the  standards  of  that  lan- 
guage, twenty-five  Hebrew  lexicographers,  the  greatest  on 
earth ;  a  body  of  Syriac  lexicographers,  embracing  the  great- 
est  of  their  native  lexicogn^hers — Arabic,  Chaldee — all, 
making  quite  a  hundred  lexicographers — every  one  sustaining 
affusion,  and  not  one  sustains  the  Doctor's  position — ^hot  on, 
and  not  one  in  seven  justifies  immersion  as  baptism  in  the 
New  Te8tament,and  no  one  at  all  supports  dipnah  New  Testa- 
ment meaning  of  all  I  qnoted.Yerily  that  is  a  bad*  showing  for 
a  cause  as  boldly  asserted  as  is  theirs. 
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I  will  now  take  op  his  attempt  to  meet  my  argument,  in  his 
sixth  speech. 

The  Doctor  adduces  the  quotation  from  Maimonides  to  meet 
my  argument  on  the  laver.  Strange  to  say,  the  first  sentence 
he  uses  is  a  serious  mistake.  He  says:  ^^In  every  case  of 
purification  when  tavd  [^taval]  is  used,  I  will  say  that  was  by 
the  immersion  of  the  whole  body." 

1.  Now  taval  is  never  used  of  purification  in  the  whole  Bible 
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2.  It  is  not  the  word  for  toash  in  Maimonides.  Maimonides 
is  thus  quoted  by  Ingham,  Baptist,  p.  873 :  '^Wherever  in  the 
law,  washing,  &c,  is  mentioned,  it  means  nothing  else  than 
the  dipping  of  the  whole  body  in  a  laver :  for  if  any  man  dip 
himself  ail  over j  except  the  tip  of  his  little  finger,  he  is  still  in 
his  tmclecamess.**  ^^  A  bed  that  is  whoUy  defiled,  if  a  man  dip  it 
part  by  party  it  is  pure,''  ibid.    Let  us  note  now, 

1.  By  this  it  is  granted  one  may  baptize  himself  toithaut  bap- 
tizing "himself  all  over.^* 

2.  There  is  no  question  as  to  whether  one  may  not  baptize 
himself  by  perfusion,  but  whether /or  certain  kinds  of  unclean- 
ness  complete  washing  was  not  necessary. 

8.  It  does  not  make  it  necessary  to  dip  to  be  baptized,""  but 
if  any  part  is  unwashed,  he  is  unclean  still. 

4.  This  shows  utter  superstition;  for  the  writing  clearly 
shows  that  mode  was  not  contemplated  at  ally  but  that  all  parts 
must  be  touched  by  the  water,  perfusion  suiting  as  i>erfectly  as 
submergence.  This  appears  where  the  ^^bed  is  dipped  part  by 
part**  That  utterly  destroys  their  own  dogma.  There  is  clear- 
ly no  mode  contemplated  as  essential.  Baptists  do  not  "dip 
part  by  part''  of  a  man.  To  dip  one  end  or  side  of  a  bed, 
then  the  other  side,  is  not  to  immerse  it  at  all  in  their  sense  of 
immersion. 

5.  This  was  all  in  the  12th  century,  when  superstition  was 
absolute ;  when  as  Castell,  Buxtorff  and  Schindler  show,  the 
Jews  kept  Gentile  proselytes  standing  in  the  water  for  hours, 
to  soak,  as  they  superstitiously  thought,  the  Gentile  nature 
oat,  while  they  recited  the  law,  in  water  "up  to  the  neck." 
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6.  Finally,  the  words  used  show  mode  was  not  contemplated 
in  this  purification,  the  whole  being  1200  years  after  Christ, 
and  without  authority,  and  a  pure  superstition ;  too  late  to 
give  us  any  reliable  dates  at  all.  The  first  word  used  is  rackats. 
It  never  means  dip,  does  mean  pour.  It  interchanges  with,  or 
is  accomplished  by  shataphj  (pour,  wash,)  labaly  sprinkle,  dip 
where  it  merely  ^^touches  the  liquid,**  and  kabas^  to  wash,  never 
dip  or  immerse.  I  will  give  a  literal  rendering  from  the 
original,  as  few  have  access  to  it,  and  it  is  not  translated  that 
I  know  of.  "Wherever  in  the  law  washing  occurs,  either  of 
the  body,  {haahar  flesh)  or  of  the  garments,  from  defilement, 
{rnin)^  nothing  else  is  to  be  understood  than  the  washing  (toft- 
ilah)  of  the  whole  body  at  a  fountain,  [or  in  a  concepticle  of 
water].  And  that  which  is  said,  [here  extra  defilement  is 
described],  ^and  he  shall  not  wash  {shataph)  his  hands  with 
water,"  is  to  be  understood  as  if  he  said  he  must  wash  {shita- 
bulj  tabat)  his  whole  body  with  water.  And  after  the  same 
order  shall  other  impurities  be  judged  of;  sothatif  one  should 
wash  himself  all  over  {tabal  kulo)  except  at  the  extremity  of 
his  little  finger,  he  is  yet  in  his  uncleanness."  This  part  that 
shows  the  washing  contemplated  defilement  requiring  a  more 
thorough  washing,  the  immersionists  leave  out 

Thus  we  see  it  is  rachats  Maimonides  uses.  We  see  immer- 
sion— mode— had  no  part  in  it  And  this  is  the  best  he  can 
do  to  meet  our  unanswerable,  Bible  facts  I — [7fm«  out 
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DR.  GRAVES'  NINTH  SPEECH. 

Argument. 

Mr.  President — ^I  will  take  up  my  argument  from  the  adap- 
tability of  the  term  immerse,  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
sense  in  the  passages  in  which  baptidzo  occurs.  Let  the  reader 
decide  which  verb  makes  sense,  remembering  that  solid  indi- 
visible subjects  like  living  beings  cannot  be  the  direct  object 
of  the  verb  to  sprinkle  and  to  pour,  without  requiring  the  pre- 
positions on,  or  upon  to  be  expressed  or  understood.  But 
baptidzo  in  none  of  these  instances  is  used  with  a  preposition 
signifying  on,  or  upon,  and  therefore  it  catmot  mean  to  divide 
and  scatter  in  drops,  or  diffuse. 

8.  Luke  iii.  3  And  he  came  into  all  the  country  about  Jor- 
dan, preaching  the  sprinkling,  pouring,  or  immersion  of  re- 
pentance for  the  remission  of  sins. 

9.  Verses  7, 8.  Then  said  he  to  the  multitude  that  came, 
forth  to  be  sprinkled,  poured,  popped,  immersed,  etc.,  of  him, 
etc. 

10.  Verse  12.  Then  came  also  publicans  to  be  sprinkled, 
poured,  immersed. 

11.  Verse  16.  I  indeed  sprinkle,  pour,  pop,  immerse  you 
in  water. 

12.  Verse  21.  Now  when  all  the  people  were  sprinkled, 
poured,  immersed,  it  came  to  pass  that  Jesus  also,  being 
sprinkled,  poured,  immersed,  etc. 

13.  Luke  vii.  29,  30.  And  all  the  people  that  heard  him, 
and  the  publicans,  justified  God,  being  sprinkled,  poured,  im- 
mersed, with  the  sprinkling,  pouring,  immersion  of  John.  But 
the  Pharisees  and  lawyers  rejected  the  counsel  of  God  against 
themselves,  being  not  sprinkled,  poured,  immersed  of  him. 

14.  Luke  XX.  4.  The  sprinkling,  pouring,  immersion  of 
John,  was  it  from  heaven,  or  of  men  7 
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15.  John  i.  25,26.  Whysprinkletb^poureth,  baptizeththon, 
then,  if  thou  be  not  that  Christ,  nor  Elias,  neither  that  prophet? 
John  answered  them,  saying,  I  scatter  in,  pour  in,  immerse  in 
water. 

16.  Verse  28.  Beyond  Jordan,  where  John  was  sprinkling, 
pouring,  immersing. 

17.  Verse  81.  That  he  should  be  made  manifest  to  Israel; 
therefore  I  am  come  sprinkling  in,  pouring  in,  immersing  in 
water. 

18.  Verse  83.  He  that  sent  me  to  sprinkle  in,  pour  in, 
immerse  in  water. 

19.  John  iii.  28.  And  John  also  was  sprinkling  in,  pour- 
ing in,  immersing  in  Enon,  near  to  Salim,  because  there  was 
much  water  there ;  and  they  came  and  were  scattered,  diffused, 
immersed. 

20.  John  iv.  1.  The  Pharisees  heard  that  Jesus  made  and 
scattered,  diffused,  immersed  more  disciples  than  John. 

21.  John  X.  40.  Beyond  Jordan,  into  the  place  where  John 
at  first  scattered,  diffused,  immersed. 

22.  Matt  xxviii.  19.  Go  ye,  therefore,  and  teach  all  nations, 
scattering,  diffusing,  immersing  them  in  the  name  of  the 
Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost 

23.  Mark  xvi.  15, 16.  And  he  said  unto  them,  Gk>  ye  into 
all  the  world  and  preach  the  gospel  to  every  creature;  he  that 
believeth  and  is  sprinkled,  poured,  immersed  shall  be  saved. 

24.  Verse  22.  After  these  things  came  Jesus  and  his  disci- 
ples into  the  land  of  Judea,  and  there  tarried  with  them  and 
scattered,  diffused,  immersed. 

25.  Verse  26.  Behold  the  same  scattereth,  difiuseth,  im- 
merseth,  and  all  men  come  to  him. 

26.  John  iv.  1,  2.  When  therefore  the  Lord  knew  how 
the  Pharisees  had  heard  that  Jesus  made  and  scattered,  poured 
out,  immersed  more  disciples  than  John,  (though  Jesus  him- 
self sprinkled,  poured,  immersed  not,  but  his  disdplee.) 

27.  Bom.  vi.  8,  4.  Enow  ye  not,  that  so  many  of  us  as  were 
sprinkled  into,  poured  into,  immersed*  into  Christ  Jesus,  were 
sprinkled,  poured  into  his  death  ?    Therefore  we  are  buried. 
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with  him  by  sprinkling,  pouring,  popping,  standing  up,  im- 
mersion into  death,  that,  like  as  Christ  was  raised  up  from  the 
dead  by  the  glory  of  the  Father,  even  so  we  also  should  walk 
in  newness  of  life. 

28.  I  Cof.  12,  18.  For  by  one  Spirit  are  we  all  sprinkled, 
poured,  immersed  into  one  body. 

29.  Col.  ii.  12.  Buried  with  him  in  sprinkling,  pouring, 
immersion,  wherein  ye  also  are  risen  with  him. 

Let  us  apply  the  text  to  the  figurative  use  of  baptisma  in 
Christ's  allusion  to  his  overwhelming  snftering — 

I  have  a  sprinkling,  a  pouring,  an  immersion,  to  be  sprinkled, 
poured,  immersed  in,  and  how  am  I  straightened  until  it  be 
accomplished. 

Was  he  but  slightly  touched,  sprinkled  with  sufferings,  or 
immersed,  overwhelmed  with  them  ? 

These,  I  believe,  are  all  the  texts  in  the  New  Testament . 
which  have  a  plain  and  obvious  reference  to  either  the  bap- 
tism of  John  or  of  Christ.  They  afford  us  the  sum  of  all  the 
knowledge  which  we  can  have  of  either  the  mode  or  subjects 
of  Christian  baptism.  What  these  passages  say,  we  may  be- 
lieve; what  they  do  not  countenance,  we  may  not  believe. 

Can  any  mind  not  blinded  with  prejudice  doubt  for  one 
moment  that  the  inspired  writers  used  baptidzo  in  the  sense  of 
immerse,  and  immerse  only?  This  then  must  be  its  only 
meaning  when  used  in  its  literal  sense. 

My  next  argument  is : 

Having  seen  by  the  usiis  loquendi  of  the  verb  baptidzo  that  it 
is  invariably  used  by  the  evangelists  in  the  sense  of  to  immerse, 
and  n6i;er  in  that  of  "pour  upon,"  or  "sprinkle  upon,"  let  us 
now  see  in  what  sense  the  inspired  apostles  understood  it,  and 
the  preachers  of  the  Kew  Testament  age. 

My  next  argnment  is — 

Thb  apostlbs  to  whom  the  commission  was  givbn,  undbr- 
STOOD  Chbist  to  Command  them  to  immerse  those  who  should 

BSLIBVB  THBIB  WORDS. 

It  will  be  granted  that  they  understood  what  their  divine 
12 


lyS  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

Master  meant  when  he  commanded  them  to  baptize  believers 
among  all  nations.  It  was  the  one  and  self-same  act  to  be 
observed  in  all  nations,  cold  or  hot,  and  in  all  times. 

In  connection  with  the  church  at  Jerusalem  we  have  no  cir- 
cumstantial history  of  baptism;  we  only  kuow  that  believing  men 
and  women  were  baptized  by  thousands.  In  two  revivals,  soon 
after  the  ascension  of  Christ,  there  were  eight  thousand  added 
by  baptism  to  the  church  in  that  city.  That  they  were  im- 
mersed we  knowy  if  the  primary  and  literal  meaning  of  60/7^20 
means  "to  immerse,"  which  is  the  fact  I  am  demonstrating  in 
this  discussion.  The  scarcity  of  water  in  Jerusalem,  and  in  the 
river  Jordan,  used  to  be  a  favorite  argument  with  sprinklers 
until  of  late  years,  when  eminent  Pedobaptists  as  well  as  Bap-» 
tist  scholars  have  demonstrated  that  there  was  an  abundance 
for  all  purposes,  and  especially  for  bathing  purposes.  No 
people  bathed  their  whole  bodies  more  often  than  the  Jews; 
their  religion  and  the  traditions  of  their  eldera  requiring  fre- 
quent ablutions  of  the  whole  body.  The  millions  of  the  males 
of  Israel  who  went  up  three  times  a  year  to  the  city  to  wor- 
ship were  required  to  bathe  their  bodies — immerse  them — to 
prepare  themselves  for  their  temple  worship.  No  man  who 
has  any  respect  for  his  audience  or  his  own  reputation  as  an 
honest  man  or  a  scholar  will  deny  that  there  was  sufficient 
water  in  and  around  the  city  for  the  immersion  of  every  person 
in  Jerusalem. 

It  was  also  common  for  some  preachers  to  assert  that  the. 
three  thousand  added  on  the  day  of  Pentecost  could  no't  have 
been  immersed  that  day,  because  there  could  not  have  been, 
sufficient  time  after  Peter's  sermon  to  have  immersed  three 
thousand.  We  reply,  if  the  reqord  says  they  were  immersed 
that  day  they  most  certainly  were.  Whatever  sprinklers  may 
say,  let  God  be  true.  We  know  of  no  other  way  persons  were, 
or  can  be  now  added  to  the  church  or  an  organized  body  of 
disciples  except  by  Christian  baptism  and  we  understand  the 
record  to  say  that  they  were  added  that  day.  There  was 
nothing  conceivable  to  hinder.  There  was  water  enough :  there 
was  time  enough.  The  ordinary  time  it  requires  to  immerse 
a  person  now  is  thirty  seconds,  or  one  huudi;pd  and  twenty  in 
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an  hour,  oftener  one  hundred  and  eighty  in  an  hour,  where 
dispatch  is  aimed  at.  There  were  eighty-two  commissioned 
administrators — e.  «.,  the  seventy  disciples  and  the  twelve 
apostles,  and,  at  the  lowest  estimate,  they  could  have  immersed 
the  three  thousand  in  nineteen  minutes !     We  pass  this. 

The  next  account  we  have  of  baptism  is  a  very  cicrumstan- 
tial  one* 

The  Gate  of  Philip  and  the  Eunuohk 

Philip  was  an  evangelist,  not  a  layman.  We  doubt  not 
that  he  was  one  of  the  seventy  disciples  commissioned  by 
Christ  to  preach  and  baptize;  if  not,  he  was  commissioned  by 
the  Apostles  or  the  Church  of  Jerusalem,  for  that  was  an 
orderly  Church*  But,  upon  this  occasion,  he  received  a 
special  commission  from  the  Holy  Spirit  to  disciple  and  bap- 
tize the  Eunuch.  Let  all  ministers  who  claim  they  have  a 
right  to  baptize  where,  and  whom  they  please  without  asking 
the  will  of  the  church,  because  Philip  baptized  the  Eunuch 
without  referring  the  question  to  a  church,  show  the  same 
commission  from  the  Holy  Ghost  that  Philip  had,  and  let 
them  remember  that  all  special  and  personal  commissions 
expired  with  the  individuals  to  whom  they  were  given. 

The  narrative  is  a  simple  one.  Let  all  turn  to  Acts  and  read 
from  the  twenty-seventh  verse  of  the  eighth  chapter  to  the  close : 
"And  as  they  went  along  the  way  they  came  to  a  certain 
water" — i.  €.,  a  well  known  stream  or  body  of  water  upon  that 
road — ^"and  the  Eunuch  said,  *see  here  is  water  what  hinders 
that  I  should  be  baptized?'"  In  preaching  Jesus,  and  only 
Jesus,  to  the  Eunuch  it  seems  he  had  preached  the  duty  of 
being  at  once  baptized,  (very  unlike  the  popular  evangelists 
of  this  day).  The  Eunuch  giving  Philip  the  necessary 
evidence  of  his  discipleship,  and  being  accepted,  commanded 
the  chariot  to  stop;  and  now  mark  the  unmistakable  descrip- 
tion of  the  act,  "and  they  both  went  down  into  the  water  (faita 
besan  amplioteroi  ds  to  ktidor)^  and,  to  place  the  possibility  of  a 
mistake  out  of  the  question,  the  Spirit  emphasizes  by  a  repe- 
tition, "both  Philip  and  the  eunuch" — i.  e.^went  down  into  the 
watery  "and  he  baptized  him,"  i.  e,,  in  the  water.     "And  when 
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they  {anabemn  ex  tou  hudatos)  were  come  up  out  of  the  watery  etc* 

Now,  whatever  professional  coDtroversialists  may  say  to 
the  contrary,  there  are  two  things  we  do  know  about  this 
baptism. 

1.  There  was  water  enough  here  for  both  Philip  and  the 
eunuch  to  go  down  into  it  together. 

2.  And  they  did  both  go  down  in  it;  for  no  honest  scholar 
will  deny  that  the  record  declares  this  &ct  Elder  Ditzler  nor 
any  other  man  could  frame  a  Oreek  sentence  that  would  more 
clearly  express  the  &ct  that  they  both  went  down  together  into 
the  water. 

These  two  facts  determined,  and  the  meaning  of  baptidzo  is 
self-evident;  it  must  mean  here  *^to  immerse,"  and  nothing 
else. 

Mark  the  text  of  the  record.  The  Holy  Spirit  declares  that 
the  Eunuch  was  baptized,  and  not  the  water  baptised  upon  him. 
If  baptidzo  primarily  means  to  sprinkle  or  to  pour,  then,  when 
these  verbs  are  not  followed  by  an  object  that  is  divisible  or 
separable  into  particles  like  water  or  sand,  a  preposition  indi- 
cating "on,"  or  "  upon,"  must  be  used  to  indicate  the  act. 

Remember  that  I  have  demonstrated  that  a  person  cannot 
be  poured  or  sprinkled,  i.  e.,  divided  and  scattered  into  par- 
ticles— it  is  repugnant  to  human  reason.  We  are  convinced 
that  no  fair  minded  person  can  read  this  account  of  the 
Eunuch'sbaptism  and  not  be  forced  to  the  conclusion  that  he 

was  immersed  in  that  certain  water  into  which  they  both  went 
down.     A  child  of  fourteen  would  form  no  other  opinion. 

Here  is  what  the  most  eminent  Pedobaptist  commentators  are 

frank  to  say  about  it. 

''Calvin,  in  his  comment  on  this  place,  observes,  'Here  we  peroelve 
how  baptism  was  administered  among  the  ancients,  for  th^  iinmened 
the  whole  body  in  water.'    BsngiUy,  p.  33. 

"Doddridge,  in  his  Family  Expositor,  says,  'I/Uy  both  toeni  down,  ete. 
'It  would  be  very  unnatural  to  suppose  that  they  went  down  to  the  ifttter 
merely  that  Philip  ml^t  take  up  a  little  water  to  pour  on  the  eoniidi. 
A  person  of  his  dignity,  no  doubt,  had  many  vessels  in  his  baggage,  oo 
such  a  Journey  through  a  desert  country,  a  precaution  afasolutdy  neosi* 
for  travelers  in  those  parts,  and  never  omitted  by  them.    ift.  jx  M 

*V?«Ky  imprq|iidioed  reader,  whether  he  rei^  the  the  aoooimt  of  tibe 
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EanncU^s  baptism  in  oar  oommon  Engliah  verdoniB,  or  in  the  original 
Greek,  will  say  here  is  an  uiunistakable  example  of  baptism,  in  minute 
detail,  and  that  baptism  was  an  immersion.''— ^oi^  (-S^O  P*  ^^ 

• 

Lydia  and  the  Jailor. 

In  the  case  of  the  baptism  of  Lydia  and  the  jailor,  at 
Philippic  we  have  none  of  the  circumstances  of  baptism 
alluded  to  to  indicate  the  cuci^  but  we  hvow  that  there  was 
plenty  of  water  at  the  very  spot,  by  the  river  side,  where  Paul 
preached  and  Lydia  prayed,  for  the  purpose  of  the  immersion 
of  Lydia  and  her  household ;  and  the  same  river  was  hard  by 
the  prison,  if  it  did  not  wash  its  very  walls;  and  we  must  be 
honest  enough  to  believe,  and  candid  enough  to  admit,  that, 
if  "immerse"  is  the  primary  meaning  of  the  verb  here  em- 
ployed to  indicate  the  act  of  baptism,  then  these  two  converts 
with  their  households,  were  immersed.  I  mention  the  cases 
to  show  that  there  was  no  conceivable  obstacle  in  the  way  of 

their  immersion. 

It  has  been  urged  that  there  was  not  water  enough  within 
the  prison  walls  for  sufficient  immersion,  when  the  best  author- 
ities tell  us  there  always  was  in  all  Eastern  prisons,  as  there  i^ 
still,  when  all  thinking  people  know  that  the  jailor,  being  respon- 
sible for  his  prisoners,  could  take  them  wherever  he  saw  fit. 
There  are  five  hundred  of  the  convicts  of  the  penitentiary  of 
Tennessee,  from  one  to  one  hundred  miles  from  their  prison 
to-day,  but  in  charge  of  their  keepers. 

^  One    immertioii.'* 

The  next  reference  to  Christian  baptism  that  I  will  briefiy 
notice  is  to  be  found  in  Ephesians  iv,  5,  "One  Lord,  one  &ith. 

The  only  thing  in  favor  of  the  act  in  this  passage  is  the 
word  itself,  which  I  translate  hrnmermn  because  it  eamioi  be 
translated  by  either  sprinkling  or  pouring  and  make  sense,  and, 
therefore,  mast  Aere,  even  if  the  noun  baptisma  might  possibly 
elsewhere  mean  effusion,  be  translated  immersion.  Every  one, 
of  coarse,  knows  that  "  baptism  "  is  no  translation  of  baptisma. 
Eld.  Ditzler  will  not  cl^m  that  it  is;   it  is  either  sprinkling^ 
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'pouring  or  immermn.  That  it  is  water  baptism  alluded  to  here, 
we  think  no  candid  mind  will  doubt,  and  not  spiritoal  bap- 
tism, as  some  controversialists  affirm.  The  operations  of  the 
Spirit  are  embraced  in  the  allusion  to  the  one  Spirit  in  the  fourth 
verse.  Christian  baptism  follows  the  one  faith,  and  the  one 
Lord,  and  the  one  body,  because  it  is  the  act  in  and  by  which 
we  profess  the  one  faith  in  the  one  Lord,  and  are  by  it  intro- 
duced into  the  one  body,  which  is  the  church  of  Qod.  This 
statement  is  most  unquestionably  true  to-day. 

But  if  the  baptism  of  the  Spirit  is  alluded  to,  then  there 
are  certainly  two  baptisms  in  force,  that  of  the  Spirit  and  that 
of  water,  which  is  not  the  case;  and  since  we  know  that  water 
baptism  was  instituted  to  be  observed  in  the  churches  of  Christ 
to  the  end  of  the  ages,  we  would  know,  if  the  Holy  Spirit  had 
not  told  us,  that  Spirit  baptism  had  passed  away  with  the  other 
gifts.  But  we  may  easily  ascertain  the  meaning  of  this  noon 
by  determining  the  subject  of  the  baptism.  Is  it  water^  then  it 
must  mean  sprinkling  or  pouring,  but  if  it  is  a  person  or  per- 
sons, then  it  must  mean  immersion,  because  persons  cannot 
be  the  subject  of  baptidzo  without  a  preposition  being  expressed 
or  understood. 

But  finally,  if  all  Greek  lexicons  give  immersion  as  the 
primary  meaning  of  the  Greek  term  baptisma^  then  it  must 
mean  one  immersion  in  this  passage,  and  nothing  else.  But 
every  Greek  lexicon,  known  to  me,  does  give  immersion  as  the 
definition  of  baptisma;  therefore  an  immersion  is  its  true 
definition. 

Mark  if  Eld.  Ditzler  presents  a  lexicon  that  gives  sprinkling 
or  pouring  as  the  primary  meaning  of  baptisnm.  If  he  does 
not,  he  gives  up  this  passage  by  his  very  silence,  and  I  have 
proved  that  the  whole  question  before  us  is  demonstratively 
settled  by  this  one  passage.     There  is  one  immersion. 

"Buried  in  Baptism.^    Rom.  vi.  4;  Col.  ii.  12;  I  Cor.  xv.  29. 

In  these  three  passages  the  apostle  evidently  sets  forth  the 
design  or  symbolism  of  Christian  baptism.  Had  not  the  tnir 
dition  of  the  elder's  afifusion  been  foisted  into  the  practice  of 
professed  churches  there  never  would  have  been  a  doubt 
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raised  touching  the  symbolism  of  the  ordiDance,  as  set  forth 
in  these  passages.  Among  the  Christian  fathers,  as  among 
the  most  eminent  and  standard  Pedobaptist  commentators  of 
every  age,  there  is  no  disagreement  as  to  the  symbolic  teaching 
of  the  rite — i.  e.  that  the  believer  sets  forth  the  death,  burial 
and  resurrection  of  Christ,  and  of  his  own  conformity  to,  and 
participation  in,  the  same  events,  by  a  burial  of  the  whole 
body  in  w^ater,  as  Christ  was  buried  in  the  Jordan  to  prefigure 
his  own  death  and  burial,  and  rising  and  coming  up  out  of  the 
water,  as  he  did,  to  represent  his  future  resurrection,  which 
symbolism  is  a  graphic  epitome  of  the  whole  gospel  of  Christ, 
as  he  declared  it  to  be  the  figurative  "  fulfilling  of  all  righ- 
teousness. ' 

Paul  thus  sets  forth  these  three  acts: 

*^  Moreover,  brethren,  I  declare  unto  you  the  gospel  which  I  preached 
unto  you,  which  also  ye  have  received,  and  wherein  ye  dtand ;  by  which 
also  ye  are  saved,  if  ye  keep  in  memory  what  I  preached  unto  you,  unless 
3'e  have  believed  in  vajn.  For  I  delivered  unto  you  firpt  of  aU  that  which 
I  also  received,  how  that  Christ  died  for  our  sins,  according  to  the  Scrip- 
tures ;  and  that  he  was  buried,  and  that  he  rose  agpain  the  third  day,  accord- 
ing to  the  Scriptures." — [1  Cor.  iv,  1-4. 

That  Paul  intended  to  teach  that,  in  their  baptism,  the 
Corinthians  set  forth  these  facts,  and  pre-eminently  the  resur- 
rection of  Christ  for  our  justification.  In  the  twentj'-ninth 
verse  of  the  same  chapter  he  refers  to  the  profession  which 
they  had  made  in  their  baptism,  in  proof  that  there  is  to  be  a 
future  resurrection  of  the  dead.  It  appears  that  there  were 
some  who  declared  that  the  resurrection  was  already  past,  or 
^,hat  there  would  be  no  resurrection  of  the  dead.  (Verse 
12).  Paul's  argument  is,  that  if  this  was  so,  they  made  a  false 
profession  in  the  very  act  of  their  baptism,  and  consequently 
the  entire  system  of  Christianity  which  they  embreced  was 
false.  "  Else  what  shall  they  do  which  are  baptized  for  the 
[resurrection  of  the]  dead,  if  the- dead  rise  not  at  all?  Why 
are  they  then  baptized  for  the  [resurrection  of]  the  dead? 
And  why  stand  we  in  jeopardy  every  hour?"  In  other  words, 
why  did  you  represent  the  resurrection  of  the  dead  in  your 
baptism,  if  indeed  there  is  to  be  no  resurrection?  Why  did 
you,  thgn,  in  your  baptism,  declare  your  faith  in  a  resurrec- 
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tioD  ?  If  this  be  the  siguification  of  the  ordiDance,  then  it 
must  be  clear  to  all  that  the  act  of  immersion  alone  can  repre- 
sent it;  sprinkling  and  pouring  are  out  of  the  question.  In 
no  conceivable  way  does  the  sprinkling  of  a  few  drops  of 
water  upon  a  person  represent  a  burialj  which  is  the  only  like- 
ness of  death  in  the  universe,  or  the  resurrection  of  ChrisI 
from  the  grave. 

The  only  question  Eld.  Ditzler  can  raise  here,  is  whether 
these  expressions  refer  to  water  baptism.  He  like  a  few 
other  controversialists,  will  deny  that  they  do,  be<^use  if  once 
admitted  the  act  is  determined  to  have  been  immersion,  and 
nothing  else,  beyond  all  controversy. 

That  they  do  refer  to  water  baptism  there  is,  with  but  few 
exceptions,  the  utmost  accord  among  the  scholars  of  all  de- 
nominations. If  any  one  taught  otherwise  until  within  the 
present  century,  I  have  not  learned  it. 

As  I  have,  in  a  former  speech,  quoted  some  thirty  of  these, 
ai.d  as  I  shall  have  occasion  to  quote  many  of  them  again  on 
another  proposition,  I  will  show  here  that  it  is  the  doctrine  of 
Elder  Ditzler's  church,  which  he  stands  here  to  represent,  and 
if  he  opposes  its  doctrines,  why,  then,  he  and  his  bishops  for  it. 

Bishop  M cTyeire,  in  his  recent  Manual^  tells  us  that  Wesley's 
Works,  Adam  Clarke,  R.  Watson,  the  Discipline,  and  the 
standard  authors  published  by  the  Book  Concern  are  the  re- 
liable exponents  of  the  faith  of  Methodists,  and  not  any  par- 
ticular traveling  preacher.  Kow,  let  us  see  what  these  teach 
concerning  these  passages. 

Wesley,  the  £Either  and  founder  of  Methodism,  says  in  hit 
notes : 

'"  Buried  with  him, '  alluding  to  the  ancient  mamier  of  baptising  bjr 
immersion." — ^Bom.  vL  4. 

Will  Elder  Ditzler  put  up  his  opinion  against  Wesley? 

''  Dr.  a.  Clarke.— "They  received  bapttem  as  an  emblem  of  death,  in 
voluntarily  going  under  the  water,  8o  they  receive  it  as  an  emUem-of  re^ 
urrec'tion  unto  eternal  life,  in  coming  up  out  of  the  water.  (Ck>m.  on  ] 
Cor.  XV.  29.)  'It  is  prohal>le  that  the  apostle  here  aUudes  to  the  mode  of 
admin  is!  i-ring  Itaptinni  by  ininier»ion,  the  whole  body  bdng  putundertbe 
water/— Rom.  vi.  6. 


Mode  of  Baptism.  185 

WmTFiEiiD. — *  It  is  certain  that  in  the  words  of  our  text  (Rom.  Ti.  3, 4) 
there  is  an  allusion  to  the  manner  of  baptism,  which  was  by  immersion.^' 

Benson  and  Burkitt  are  commentators  whose  works  are 
published  by  the  Methodist  book  Concern. 

Benson  says : 

''We  are  buried  with  him/'  alluding  to  the  ancient  manner  of  baptiz- 
ing by  immersion.'^ —  Roman  vi.  4 

Burkitt  says : 

" '  We  are  buried  with  him  by  baptism  into  death.'  The  apostle  alludes, 
no  doubt,  to  the  ancient  way  and  manner  of  baptizing  persons  in  those 
hot  countries,  which  was  by  immersion,  or  putting  Ihem  under  water  for 
a  time,  and  then  raising  them  up  again  out  of  the  water.'' — ^Expo.  on 
Rom.  vi.  4. 

"Db.  S.  Glake.— 'Rom.  viii.  11.  And  this  was  most  significantly 
represented  by  their  descending  into  the  water,  and  rising  out  of  it  again. 
For  as  Christ  descended  into  the  earth,  and  was  raised  again  from  the  dead 
by  the  glory  of  the  Father,  so  persons  baptized  were  buried  with  him  by 
baptism  into  death  ( Rom.  vi.  4),  and  rose  again  after  the  similitude  of  his 
resurrection.'    Three  Essays,  p.  12." 

Whatever  Elder  Ditzler  may  think  or  say,  in  this  we  have 
the  faith  of  all  orthodox  Methodists  endorsed  by  the  General 
Conference.  This  is  enough  for  ray  purpose,  and  I  submit 
my  argument  from  these  passages. 

1.  If  they  refer  to  water  baptism,  as  all  standard  commenta- 
tors of  all  ages  teach  that  they  do,  then,  immersion  of 
believers  in  water  must  have  been  the  act,  and  the  only  act 
known  to  the  apostles  and  the  New  Testament  church. 

2.  But  these  passages  do  most  obviously  refer  to  water  bap- 
tism, for  to  refer  them  to  the  baptism  of  the  Spirit  is  incon- 
gruous and  contradictory;  for,  by  that  baptism  no  one  was 
ever  baptized  into  Christ  or  into  his  death  or  into  the  likeness  of 
his  deathy  nor  did  Christ  himself  ever  receive  that  baptism ;  nor 
has  any  living  Christian. 

3.  Therefore  immersion  was  the  act  which  the  apostles 
understood  Christ  to  command  when  he  gave  the  commission. 

Against  all  this,  and  the  voice  of  his  own  church  and  of  its 
great  scholars,  Elder  D.  may  oppose  his  opinions  and  his  asser- 
tions but  he  can  do  nothing  more.  His  brethren  must  choose 
between  him  and  their  church. 
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"Our  bodies  washed  in  pure  water." 

I  have  no  doubt  that  this  passage  refers  to  Christian  bap- 
tism, for  the  apostle  evidently  teaches  us  that  the  acts  are  the 
antitypes  of  the  typical  purification  for  nncleanness,  as 
enjoined  in  Numbers  xix,  17  to  19: 

'*  And  for  an  unclean  person  they  shall  take  of  the  ashes  of  the  burnt 
heifer  of  purification  for  sin,  and  running  water  shall  be  put  thereto,  in  a 
vessel ;  and  a  clean  person  shall  take  hyssop,  and  dip  it  in  the  water,  and 
sprinkle  it  upon  the  tent,  and  upon  all  the  vessels,  and  upon  the  persons 
that  were  there,  and  upon  him  that  touched  a  bone,  or  one  slain,  or  one 
dead,  or  a  grave;  and  the  clean  person  shall  sprinkle  upon  the  unclean  on 
the  third  day,  and  on  the  seventh  day ;  and  on  the  seventh  day  he  shall 
purify  himself,  and  wash  his  clothes,  and  bathe  himself  in  water,  and 
shall  be  clean  at  even." 

This  water  of  purification  represented  the  cleansing  efiicacy 
of  the  blood  of  Christ,  and  the  sprinkling  of  it  upon  defiled 
persons  represented  the  sprinkling  of  the  blood  of  Christ 
upon  the  conscience,  cleansing  it  from  all  sin,  and  the  bathing 
of  the  person  in  water,  which  involved  an  immersion,  was 
typical  of  the  immersion  of  the  cleansed  convert ! — indicative 
of  the  fact  that  we  should  be  inwardly  and  outwardly  pure, 
that  not  only  should  we  be  pure  in  heart,  but  obedient  in 
our  lives ;  our  souls  and  our  bodies  being  thus  consecrated 
to  the  service  of  God. 

With  this  view  of  the  passage,  how  appropriate  the  language 
of  Paul?  Baptism  becomes  a  profession  of  our  faith,  and 
fitness  for  the  body  of  Christ — bathing  the  entire  body,  in 
the  type,  was  a  declaration  of  the  subject's  purification  from 
sin,  and  fitness  for  the  congregation  of  Israel  and  the  service 
of  his  God. 

I  say  of  this  passage  as  Conybeare  and  Howson  say  of 
Romans  vi,  4:  "This  passage  cannot  be  understood  unless  it 
be  borne  in  mind  that  the  primitive  baptism  was  by  immers- 
ion." I  shall  have  use  for  this  passage  in  another  proportion, 
to  show  that  in  every  case  the  cleansing  work  of  the  Spirit 
precedes  baptism. 

Thus  have  I  shown,  that  in  every  instance  where  the  apos- 
tles  refer   to   Christian   baptism,  in   all   their  writings,  thej 
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clearly  teach  that  immersion  only  was  the  one  act  which  the 
Savior  enjoined,  when  he  commanded  them  to  baptize;  and 
infallibly  guided  as  they  were  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  they  could 
not  have  erred.    Immersion  must  have  been  the  act. 

Here  I  close  the  examination  of  the  New  Testament,  having 
demonstrated  that  John,  Christ  and  the  evangelists  and  in- 
spired apostles,  one  and  all,  used  bapUdzo  and  baptisma  in  the 
sense  of  "immerse"  and  "immersion"  and  in  no  other. 
That  the  act^  when  spoken  of  by  Paul,  is  called  a  "burying," 
a  "planting,"  and  a  bathing  or  washing  of  the  body  in  water. 
(Rom.  6,  4.  Heb.  Xf  22.) 

I  have  also  shown  that  the  symbolism  of  Christian  baptism 
demands  the  immersion  of  the  whole  body,  and  that  the 
sprinkling  or  pouring  of  a  few  drops  of  water  upon  the  head 
will,  in  no  sense,  satisfy  the  figure  of  the  passage,  and  is 
therefore  out  of  the  question. 

I  have  shown  that  in  every  passage  in  which  baptidzo  and 
baptisma  occur,  immerse  and  immersion  alone  will  make 
sense,  and  therefore  are  the  only  proper  meanings  of  these 
terms.  I  am  willing  to  submit  my  Bible  argument  to  the 
verdict  of  all  unprejudiced  men.  The  question  now  to  ho 
considered,  is:  Do  classic  authors,  do  the  Lexicons  and 
Ancient  Versions;  do  historians  and  standard  scholars,  though 
Pedodaptists,  support  the  New  Testament  meaning  of  baptidzo 
I.  e,j  that  primarily  and  literally  it  means  to  immerse?  In  tlio 
examination  of  these,  I  shall  reply  to  all  relevant  arguments  my 
opponent  may  have  put  forward,  drawn  from  these  sources. 

Replication. 

1.  He  affirms  that  he  endorses  Blackstone,in  everything,  and 
yet  he  really  does  in  nothing  expressed  under  our  rule. 
Blackstone  says  that  in  interpreting  law,  "words  must  be  used 
in  their  most  usual  and  most  known  signification."  Elder  D. 
invariably  selects  the  secondary — figurative  and  remote  mean- 
ings! Now  he  says  that  the  current  meaning  of  a  word  is  not 
its  meaning,  and  that  the  definitions  placed  first  in  the  lexi- 
cons,  are  not  the  primary !    It  seems  useless  to  refute  a  state- 
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ment  that  every  scholar  and  iutelligent  reader  knows  to  be  fiEdse. 
I  will  only  quote  the  Bales  of  InterpretatioQ  agreed  upon  by 
us  at  the  outstart : 

I.  Every  word  must  have  9<nme  epeafic  idea  or  nolitm  which  we  call  wtmrnimg. 
Were  not  this  so,  words  would  be  meaningless  and  useless. 

n.  The  literal^  which  is  also  called  the  grammatical  senee  of  a  word,  is 
the  eerue  so  connected  with  it  that  it  is  first  in  order,  and  is  spontaneously 
presented  to  the  mind  as  soon  as  the  sound  is  heard.  This  meaning  fai 
always  ( save  in  one  lexicon,  t.  «.,  Stokiue^)  placed  first  in  the  lexicons, 
and  is  known  as  the  primary  meaning. 

m.  "  The  primary  or  literal  meaning  is  the  only  true  onej^ — BmeeO, 
p.  14. 

Eriiesti  quotes  Morus  in  support  of  this: 

*'  There  can  be  no  certainty  at  all  in  respect  to  the  interpretation  of  any 
passage,  unless  a  kind  of  necessity  compels  us  to  affix  a  particular  sense 
to  a  word;  which  sense,  as  I  have  before  said,  must  be  one;  and  unless 
there  are  special  reasons  for  a  tropical  (or  secondary)  meaning,  it  must  be 
the  literal  sense." 

The  primary  or  literal  meaning,  is  the  only  true  one,  and 
this  iu  all  lexicons  (save  one,  Stokius',  and  he  informs  ns  of 
the  change,)  is  placed  first  in  the  lexicons,  and  this  is  the  one 
I  have  invariably  used,  while  my  opponent  has  used  figurative 
ones  throughout! 

This  is  another  settled  point,  and  I  shall  discuss  it  no  more. 
He  will  succeed  in  making  himself  the  laughing  stock  of 
every  schoolboy  by  his  historical  primary. 

He  says  he  endorses  Blackstone,  and  yet  misinterprets  him 

to  mean  what  he  does  not  say.    Blackstone  does  not  say  that 

"the  literature  to  be  examined  must  be  kindred,"  etc.     Not 

one  word  like  it;  but  here  are  his  very  words: 

**  If  words  happen  stiil  to  be  dubious,  we  may  establish  their  meaning 
from  the  context,  etc.  Of  the  same  nature  and  wie  is  the  comparison  of  law 
unth  laws  that  are  mad^  by  the  same  legislator,  tliat  have  aome  affimity  with 

the  subject^  or  that  EXPRESSLY  RELATE  TO  THE  SAKE  FOINT."       [See  my 

fourth  8i)eech.] 

The  Elder  asks,  "What  afiinity  classic  Greek  has  with 
New  Testament  Greek?" 

We  will  see  what  affinity  Classic  Greek  has  with  Bible 
Greek,  when  I  reach  the  lexicons,  and  I  will  show  you  that 
unless  it  is  the  same  Greek,  the  New  Testament  is  not  a  reve- 
lation to  man.  Kemeniber  that  Elder  Ditzler  denies  that 
it  has  any  relation. 
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2.  Bat  what  did  we  hoar  fiedl  from  his  lips  ?  Why,  that 
Christ  and  the  inspired  writers  of  the  New  Testament  did  not 
understand  Qreek!  That  the  Divine  Son  of  Qod  did  not 
know  the  meaning  of  the  verb  baptidzoj  which  he  used  when 
he  commanded  John  and  his  own  disciples  to  baptize — when 
he  gave  the  commission,  "  the  one  law  of  baptism."  Think 
of  it;  Christ  charged  with  giving  a  law  in  terms  which  he 
did  not  himself  understand  !  I  have  no  such  charge  against 
my  Law- Giver.  If  the  Greeks,  in  any  age,  had  used  baptidzOj 
Christ  knew  what  they  meant  by  the  term,  and  I  here  assert 
what  I  shall  prove  when  I  reach  the  classic  writers  of  Greece, 
that  what  baptidzo  meant  to  the  Greeks  two  hundred  years  be- 
fore Christ,  that  it  meant  when  Christ  spoke  the  language 
and  the  evangeliRts  and  the  apostles  wrote  it,  and  that  it 
meant  in  A.  D.  1100,  and  that  it  means  this  day.  I  will  show 
when  I  reach  the  lexicons,  what  every  one  before  me  knows, 
who  is  accountable,  that  "to  make  drunk,"  no  more  than  to 
wash,  is  the  meaning  of  baptidzo — no  more  than  to  look  into  a 
book  is  a  definition  of  our  verb  to  dip.  Yet  we  say  of  a 
book,  that  we  have  justdipped  into  it, here  and  there ;  but  what 
would  this  community  think  of  me,  and  what  would  the 
scholars  present  say,  should  I  seriously  claim  that  to  read 
a  little  while  here  and  there  is  the  real  meaning  of  to  dip? 

All  must  have  observed,  that  up  to  this  time,  my  arguments 
from  the  Bible  have  met  with  very  little  opposition,  indeed, 
so  little,  I  feel  safe  in  saying  that  they  are  impliedly  conceded. 
If  he  could  have  demolished  them,  he  would  have  done  so, 
but  he  has  scarce  made  an  attempt. 

He  has  brought  forward  the  phrase  diaphorois  baptismois^ 
"  divers  washings."  Hebrew  x,  9,  and  insists  that  they  refer 
to  the  sprinklings,  and  pourings,  and  partial  washings  en- 
joined under  the  Mosaic  law  for  purification.  My  position  is, 
that  the  reference  is  to  the  immersions  enjoined  tor  various 
pollutions  that  could  not  be  cleansed  except  by  immersing  or 
bathing  the  whole  body  in  water.  His  whole  disquisition 
touching  the  brazen  laver,  and  the  innumerable  baptisms  by 
sprinkling,  (we  can  as  well  say  sprinklings  by  immersion )  are 
waste  words.  I  cei-tainly  never,  in  my  review  of  Stuart  or 
elsewhere,  mentioned  that  they  were  divers  sorts  of  inimer- 
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sions,  but  irniuersions  for  clivers  purposes.     Two  quotations 
will  abundantly  suffice  to  support  my  view. 

"Dr.  J.  Altixg. — '  Washings  the  apostle  calls  diaphorous  bapiUmaiu 
divers  baptisms —  that  is,  varinus  immersioiMy  for  baptitmos  is  immeraion,  since 
tiie  whole  body  imnierged ;  but  the  term  is  never  used  oonoeming  asper- 
sion. The  Seventy  use  bapto  or  bapiidzt  for  tabal,  he  dipped^  he  dipped  into,  he 
immergcd;  whence  haptismos^  with  the  Hebrews,  is  called  tabeiah.  The 
word  hazzah  he  sprinkled^  they  never  translate  bnptidzo^  because  it  signifleR 
more  than  is  expressed  by  that  Hebrew  term ;  but  insteiid  of  it  they  use 
rhaino^  prrirrainOy  prosrainOy  rhantizo.  perrirantiso^  to  sprinkle.  The  verb 
rafihatz^  heumahed,  is  fn.'quently  used,  either  alone  or  with  the  addition  of  the 
word/«A,  and  the  whole  flesh,  which  is  biiptism .  It  is  often  used  in  connec- 
tion with  the  wasliing  of  the  clothc»s ;  whence  the  Jews  observe  that,  when- 
ever II  command  occurs  for  washing  the  clothes,  the  washing  the  whole 
body  is  either  ailded  or  understood.  Further,  those  Jewish  baptisms  were 
manifold ;  as  of  the  high  priest  [Lev.  xvi,  4] ;  of  the  priests,  at  their  con- 
secration [Ex.  xxix.  4 ;  Ix^v.  viii.  0] ;  and  of  the  Levites,  when  about  to  be 
appointed  to  their  office  (Num.  viii.  7,  21);  of  all  Israel,  when  the  cove- 
nant was  to  be  promulgated  (  Ex.  xix,  10, 14 ) ;  especially  of  those  that 
were  defiled  by  the  carcass  of  an  unclean  animal  ( Lev.  xi. ) ;  by  the 
leprosy  )Lev.  xiv, ) ; '  etc.    Opera,  tom.  iv.,  Com.  in  Epis.  ad  Heb.,  p.  260.** 

"  Dk.  Kitto. — *  The  Mosaic  law  re<?ognizes  eleven  species  of  unclean- 
ness  from  i)ositive  defilement,  tlie  purification  from  which  ceased  at  the 
end  of  a  certiiin  i)eriod,  provided  the  unclean  person  then  washed  hie  body 
and  hit  clothe* ;  but  in  a  few  eases,  such  as  leprosy,  and  the  defilement  con- 
tracted by  touching  a  dead  body,  he  remained  unclean  seven  days  after 
the  physical  cause  of  pollution  hail  ceased.  This  kind  of  ablution  for  sub- 
stantial uncleanness  answers  to  the  Moslem — ^ghash.'  ( In  this  the  body 
is  wholly  immersed :  not  a  single  hair  must  be  omitted.)  " 

These  witnesses  are  supported  by  all  Jewish  scholars  and 

expositors.     We  see  then,  and  know,  that  they  did  immerse 

themselves  after  coming  from  market ;  and  we  can  nndenftand 

what  the   apostles  meant  by    divers    immersions;    therefore 

baptisma  signifies   in  translation    and   this  place   immersion. 

His    translation  of   Maimonides  is    strikingly    characteiistic. 

Translating  Hebrew,  no  more  thait  Greek,  is  his  forte — he  is 

so  peculiarly  unfortunate.     Now  I  must  so  far  anticipate  my 

arguments  from  Ancient  Versions,  as  to  say  here,  what  no 

scholar  will    deny,  that  the  verb  taval  and  noun  tabeiah^  in 

Hebrew,  mean,  literally  and  primarily,  to  immerse  and  immer^ 

sion,   and   never  anything  else,   except  figuratively.     With 

these  facts  in  your  mind,  notice  how  he  translated  Maimon* 

ides.     I  will  repeat  it : 
'*  Wherever  in  the  law  washing  occurs,  either  of  the  body,  (hoMhrnrJImk) 
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or  of  the  i^armenta,  from  defilement,  (min,)  nothing  else  is  to  be  under- 
stood than  ihe  washing  ( tabelah )  [  tabclah  means  immersion,  and  not  wanh^ 
inff — ^never,  except  by  metonymy],  of  the  whole  body  at  a  fountain,  [or 
in  concept iele  of  ^ater].  And  that  which  is  said,  [here  extra  defile- 
ment is  described],  *and  he  shall  not  wash  (shataph)  his  hands  with 
water,"  is  to  be  understood  as  if  he  said  he  must  wash  {shitabul^  tnbal)  his 
whole  body  with  water.  And  after  the  same  order  shall  other  impurities 
be  judged  of;  so  that  if  one  should  wash  himself  all  over  ( tabai  kulo). 

It  is  by  the  sort  of  translation  indicated  above  that  he  seeks 
to  make  out  his  case.  I  will  translate  it  literally.  "Wherever 
in  the  law  washings  occur,  either  of  the  flesh  or  the  gar- 
ment from  defilement,  nothing  else  is  to  be  understood  than 
the  — tabelah — ^immersion  of  the  whole  body  in  a  bath.  And 
that  which  is  said  "he  shall  not  wash  his  hands  in  water,"  is  to 
be  understood  as  if  he  said  he  must — tubal — immerse  his 
whole  body  in  water.  And  after  the  same  order  shall  other 
impurities  be  judged  of,  so  that  if  one  should — tahal — immerse 
himself  all  over  except  the  extremity  of  his  little  finger,  he 
is  yet  in  his  uncleanness. 

Take  this  with  what  Dr.  Alting  says  of  the  verb  rachats^ 
to  wash,  when  used  in  connection  with  thebody  orj^^^A  or  the 
clothes,  that  it  always  implies  an  immersion.  My  opponent 
talks  about  "  crushing  facts"  in  his  last  speech.  I  think  these 
I  have  now  submitted  are  of  this  character,  but  I  am  willing 
to  admit  that  his  translation  waj^a  crushing  one — to  a  schol- 
arly reputation. 

If  he  will  give  the  text  of  the  whole  sentence  in  which  his 
claimed  baptism,  epi  koitce,  occurs,  I  will  examine  it  and  prove 
to  you  that  Clemens  Alexandrianus  never  did  say  that  Jew  or 
Qentile  was  baptized  upon  a  couch..  I  want  him  to  do  it, 
and  then  we  will  have  another  trial  of  his  translating. 

Tou  will  please  notice  that  he  disclaims  translating  tingOy 
the  Latin  word,  that  all  the  ancient  lexicons  give  as  a  defi- 
nition of  baptidzo,  by  sprinkle.  See  if  he  does  not  in  the  end 
fully  rely  altogether  upon  it  to  make  out  his  case. 

What  were  the  mighty  array  of  crushing  facts  he  brought 
forward  from  his  Greek  lexicons — what  were  they?  Did  you 
hear  him  read  "  to  sprinkle  or  to  pouVy"  as  the  primary  meaning 
of  one  of  them?  If  he  did,  then  he  interpolated  it  into  his 
author  ?    I  challenge  him  to  produce  one  standard  lexicon  of 
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the  Greek  language  that  gives  ^^to  sprinkle/' as  a  primaiy 
meaning.  I  call  this  a  crushing  fact;  hut  to  whom?  To 
whose  cause? 

Let  me  tell  you,  and  he  will  not  presume  to  deny  i%  that 
not  one  of  those  authors  he  mentioned,  gives  adspergoj  can- 
spergo^  aspergiOy  per  or  pro/undo  as  the  proper,  primary,  or 
literal  signification  of  baptidzo.  They  are  not  one  of  them  the 
proper  meaning  of  baptidzo. 

Eld.  Ditzler  repeatedly  affirms  that,  if  Paul  refers  to  water 
baptism,  Rom.  vi,  4,  then  be  insists  that  Paul  was  under 
water  when  he  was  writing  and  all  the  brethren  at  Home 
were  still  under  water,  because  the  English  version  has 
it,  " are  buried."  What  a  criticism  for  a  scholar!  Notwith- 
standing I  have  shown  him  that  the  text  is  in  the  aorist  tense, 
which  points  to  a  past  transaction,' as  every  scholar  knows, 
yet  he  calls  upon  me  to  produce  modern  scholarship  in  support 
of  my  position.  I  will  here  introduce  Conybeare  and  How- 
son;  they  are  scholars,  and  standards,  and  their  hook  is  one 
of  the  text  books  prescribed  by  the  Conference  fioryoung  min- 
isters to  study.     They  translate  this  passage  thus : 

**What  shaU  we  say  then?  ShaU  we  persist  in  sin  that  the  gift  of 
grace  may  be  more  abundant?  God  forbid.  We,  who  have  died  to  sin, 
how  can  we  any  longer  live  in  sin;  or  have  you  forgotten  that  all  of  m, 
when  we  were  baptized  into  fellowship  with  Christ  Jesus,  were  bapliied 
into  fellowship  with  his  death?  with  him,  therefore,  we  were  buried  fay 
the  baptism  wherein  we  shared  his  death,''  etc.,  and  in  a  mai^g^nal  note 
they  add:     **This  passage  cannot  be  understood  UNiiESB  it  bb 

BORNE  IN  MIND  THAT  THE  PRIMITIVE  BAPTISM  WAS  BT  IHMEB8ION." 

I  now  call  attention  to  the  law  of  evidence.  Mv  witnesses 
are  all  disinterested  men,  in  fact,  they  are  denominationally 
identified  with  my  opponent;  that  is,  they  are  Pedobaptists, 
and  cannot,  therefore,  be  prejudiced  in  my  &vor  at  all,  and 
yet  notice  how  fully,  in  everj'  position  I  have  taken,  they  sas- 
tain  me.  Against  all  these,  and  the  obvious  meaning  of  the 
word  of  God,  you  have  Elder  Ditzler's  unsupported  assertion ! 

In  my  next  speech,  I  shall  show  what  baptidzo  means  in 
classic  Greek,  before,  in  the  days  of,  and  subsequent  to  the 
apostolic  age,  and  will  examine  some  of  Elder  Ditzler's 
strange  assertions. — [  Ihne  out.'] 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  NINTH  SPEECH. 

Qentlbmen  Moderators: — Dr.  Graves  says  some  strange 
things.  He  says  the  sacred  teachers  never  command  where  it 
is  eUiptical,  It  is  a  wonder  he  doQs  not  recollect  that  the  com- 
mission itself  is  elliptical— very  much  so.  Baptize — whom? 
the  nations  as  such  ?  O,  no,  says  he — it  is  elliptical  language — 
it  means  those  believing^  he  will  tell  you. 

Bat  he  throws  himself  on  that  canon  that  A.  Campbell 
relied  on — surrendered  by  our  opponents  in  Kentucky,  that 
the  verb  must  terminate  upon  the  individual,  as  baptidzo  does, 
and  sprinkle  cannot  do  so.  Hence  baptidzo  cannot  mean  to 
sprinkle,  as  sprinkle  implies  to  scatter  in  drops  or  disperse  as 
dust,  ashes,  water.  I  am  astonished  that  a  man  of  Dr.  Graves' 
capacity  should  hold  to  such  an  opinion.  We  have  noticed  it 
before,  but  let  as  expose  fully  this  thin  and  innocent  conceit 
of  immersionists. 

1.  There  are  verbs  that  take  two  accasatives.  That  oaght 
to  show  him  his  error. 

2.  We  do  not  hold  that  baptidzo  means  to  sprinkle  only,  and 
nothing  else;  for  we  have  shown  the  contrary  abundantly.  It 
belongs  to  that  large  class  of  verbs  that  primarily  meant  to 
sprinlde,  yet  mean  to  moisten,  wet,  pour,  drench,  intoxicate, 
wash,  overflow,  etc. — sink.  Now  balal  in  Hebrew,  all  authori- 
ties agree,  means  primarily  to  sprinkle,  yet  comes  to  mean  to 
dip.  It  takes  the  accusative — terminates  on  the  object  always. 
Oiamats  to  sprinkle,  mathaih,  sprinkle,  take  direct  objects, 
terminate  on  the  object  sprinkled  with  water,  just  as  raino  in 

^  Greek  does.    Let  as  take  now  a  few  of  the  sixteen  or  eighteen 

Greek  words  that  mean  to  sprinkle  at  times.    We  select  raino, 

or  rantidzo,  they  constantly  take  the  direct  object — ^terminate 

upon  the  object — sprinkle  a  man,  book,  house,  rock,  floor — 

just  as  our  English  word   sprinkle.      So  does  passo  {potto) 

brecho,  deuo,  kludzo,  pallasso,  aionao,  koniao;    All  these  termi- 

13 
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natc  upon  the  man,  the  object,  and  mean  to  sprinkle,  some  of 
them  meaning  that,  almost  all  the  time.  This  destroys  bis 
theory.  Surely  they  never  scatter  the  objects  they  terminate 
upon,  in  drops  or  in  dust. 

3.  A  number  of  them  mean  to  moisten  also,  to  stain,  color. 
To  color  or  stain  does  not  mean  to  scatter  in  drops.  The 
Hebrew,  Arabic,  etc.,  have  many,  many  words  that  mean  to 
sprinkle,  moisten,  color,  dip,  immerse — same  word  meaning 
all  those  things.  Now  we  gave  a  perfect  catalogue  of  words 
with  such  meanings.  This  I  must  say  ridiculous  canon  (?)  of 
theirs,  contradicts  all  these  facts,  denies  the  definitions  of 
every  and  all  lexicons  of  all  the  languages^  of  Europe  and  Am 
Minor.  It  charges  Paul,  Solomon,  David,  Isaiah,  all  with 
ignorauv'ie.     Then 

4.  I  presumed  the  fact  that  as  words  meaning  to  moisten, 
color^  stainy  necessarily  terminate  upon  the  object  stained,  de- 
filed, soiled,  wet,  moistened,  yet  did  it  by  sprinkling  the 
object  with  the  coloring,  soiling,  defiling  matter  or  liquid,  that 
would  make  it  clear  to  his  mind.     But  it  did  not. 

5.  As  Origen  and  Basil  say  baptize  the  wood,  baptize  the 
altar  where  it  was  pouring — so  declared  by  the  Bible — I 
Kings  xviii,  33,  David  baptized  his  couch,  the  woman  baptized 
the  feet  of  Christ  with  her  tears,  they  baptized — Syriac 
sprinkled  the  coat  of  Joseph  with  blood  of  a  kid — these 
facts  should  settle  it  alone  also.  We  assert — it  i8  correct 
Grammar — there  is  7io  ellipsis  in  the  form,  when  we  say 
sprinkle  a  man.  It  is  correct  in  Latin,  Greek,  German,  Ara- 
bic, Hebrew,  Syriac,  Chaldee  or  Italian.  Our  EngUsh  sprinkle 
is  meant  to  meet  all  words  meaning  to  sprinkle,  and  as  mmt 
mean  to  disperse,  scatter  in  drops — our  word  sometimes  im- 
plies it,  but  in  seven  cases,  if  not  niney  out  of  every  ten,  it  is 
not  the  case.    I  need  not  revert  to  this  more. 

That  you  may  see  how  absurd  is  the  rendering  of  baftidjDo 
by  immerse  — that  you  may  see  that  it  is  not  immerse — ^that 
immerse  is  never  an  equivalent  of  baptidzo  in  the  N;T.,  let  me 
put  it  into  English.  The  English  of  immerse  is  $ink  thy  sink. 
now  will  it  read  now  from  the  position  of  Dr.  Graves  in  his 
last  speech  to  carry  it  out,  and  say,  in  those  days  came  John 
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the  sinker.  It  18  rendered  soak  by  several  Baptists.  In  those 
days  came  John  the  soaker.  Sophocles;  whom  Dr.  Graves 
eulogized  so  much,  renders  hapUdzo  "soaked  in  liquor," 
"drown/'  " sink,"  " intoxicate."  "Go  ye  disciple  all  nations 
drowning  them,  4;c."  "Ye  shall  be  soaked  in  fire."  The 
Doctor  falls  back  on  that  old  crotchet,  as  weak  as  the  "  scatter- 
in-drops"  hobby,  that  if  baptidzo  means  to  pour,  to  sprinkle, 
and  to  immerse,  not  till  all  three  of  these  are  effected  is  he 
baptized!!  Does  the  Doctor  really^  candidly  believe  in  such- 
well,  must  I  say  logic  or  trash  as  that?  Take  now  classic  use, 
baptidzo  is  applied  to  intoxicating,  burdening  with  debts, 
calamities,  confusing  with  questions,  aspersing,  pouring  tor- 
rents of  abuse  upon  people.  Does  he  not  know  that  if 
any  one  of  these  happened  to  one,  he  was  baptized?  If  Plato 
got  drunk  he  was  classically  baptized.  If  Clinias  was  over- 
whelmed with  questions^  he  was  baptized.  If  a  city  was  over- 
whelmed with  calamities,  it  was  baptized.  If  a  land  was 
overflowed  it  was  baptized.  If  a  ship  went  to  the  bottom  it 
was  baptized.  If  a  man  had  a  torrent  of  abuse  poured  upon 
him  he  was  baptized.  In  none  of  these  senses  is  it  used  in  the 
New  Testament.  It  indicates  the  purifying  spirit  there.  As 
in  the  one  case  if  any  one  of  these  processes  takes  place  the  object 
is  baptized  in  its  classic  sense,  so  if  he  be  sprinkled  or  perfused 
or  immersed  and  emersed,  he  is  baptized.  In  no  case 
did  it  require  all  its  classic  meaning  to  be  carried  out,  to 
constitute  classic  literature,  but  only  one,  so  here  of  course. 
It  is  hard  to  understand  why  immersionists  are  so  stolid  here, 
when  they  know  all  these  facts  hold  good  in  every  word  on  earth. 
Take  00.  If  I  ride  on  horse,  in  buggy,  car,  stage,  walk, 
travel  in  boat  or  balloon,  Igo.  Do  I  have  to  do  all  to  gof 
Purify.  Houses  were  purified  one  way,  some  people  one  way, 
some  another.  For  some  ceremonial  defilements,  some  men 
were  purified  one  way,  some  another.  A  great  many  ways 
were  they  purified.  But  whatever  the  mode,  it  was  all  a  purifi- 
cation, 80  here,  it  is  baptism,  whether  by  sprinkling,  pouring 
or  dipping,  though  it  does  not  even  mean  to  dip. 

He  proposes  to  substitute  sprinkle  wherever  baptidzo  occurs 
to  test  whether  you  can  baptize  by  sprinkling.      Does  not 
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baptidzo  apply  to  beinff  drunk^  to  sinking  ships j  to  pouring  abuse 
on  people,  to  overflowing,  &c.,  &c.?  Now  substitute  one  of 
these  terras — each  of  them  wherever  baptidzo  occurs,  and  what 
will  you  have  ?  Balal  in  Arabic  is  to  sprinkle  most  commonly, 
yet  we  saw  it  translated  bapto  where  one  is  to  dip  his  finger 
in  water,  another  dip  his  hand  in  the  dish — will  it  do  to  say 
sprinkle  in  those  cases  ?  Now  why  not  throw  away  all  this  child's 
play  criticism  and  come  out  and  confront  the  great  fiicts 
involved  in  this  question  by  which  alone  both  causes  are  to  be 
tried — tested  ?  You  purify,  cleanse  houses,  people,  vessels, 
ceremonially  in  the  law  almost  always  by  sprinkling.  Sup- 
pose  you  substitute  sprinkle  for  cleanse,  purify — will  it  do? 
Now  the  truth  is,  while  baptidzo  means  primarily  to  sprinkle, 
moisten,  wet,  then  pour,  wash,  it  has  by  Conant  14,  by  A, 
Campbell  20  meanings — but  as  a  New  Testament  word  for 
one  of  the  ordinances  of  the  church  no  one  word  can  represent 
it.  Sink  will  not — i.  e.  immerse.  Sinking  is  not  baptizing  in 
a  Christian  sense.  I  put  a  man  clear  under  water — ^is  he 
immersed?  Yes.  Is  he  baptized f  No.  He  is  not  out  yet — 
must  me.  Well  he  is  immersed  now,  that  is  settled?  Yes. 
He  is  not  yet  baptizedl  No.  Then  I  lift  him  up — ^he  stands 
out  of  the  water.  Is  he  now  immersed!  No.  Is  he  baptized  f- 
You  say  yes.  Then  you  see  immersion  is  not  baptism — cannot 
translate  the  word.  It  is  a  perversion  that  requires  a  terrible 
aberration  of  mind  to  sanction  to  call  immersion — ^roere 
immersion  baptism,  where  no  Baptist  on  earth  would  accept  it 
without  the  emersion  also.  There  is  that  in  baptism  in  the  New 
Testament  sense,  which  no  one  word  can  represent — neither 
sprinkle,  pour,  immerse,  i.e.,  sink — no,  nor  purify  even.  Hence 
in  aU  languages  that  have  affinity  with  the  Greek  in  early  ver- 
sions it  was  transferred  in  the  New  Testament  altogether.  The 
two  Latin,  the  Sahidic  and  Basmuric,  2nd  and  Srd  centuries, 
all  transfer  the  word.  Hence  all  our  six  English  versions  and 
all  Latin  ones,  wherever  the  ordinance  is  referred  to,  transfer 
it.  It  is  rendered  loash,  in  other  cases  save  by  the  Vulgate. 
So  the  Spanish,  Italian,  French,  &c.,  do.  The  others tranahite 
by  generic  words  that  had  no  trace  of  modality  left^  such  as  the 
German  ich  taufe  euch  mit  wasser — using  that  term  when  they 
dipped,  when  they  sprinkled  them,  when  they  poured  water  apon 
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them.  Hence  it  was  ased  by  them  as  we  do  baptize — the 
word  of  an  ordiuance  wUh  no  regard  to  Us  mode.  These  are 
facts  he  dare  not  gainsay. 

He  says  baptidzo  was  used  as  tingo  is,  if  I  caught  his  words. 
It  is  certain  Cyprian,  Tertullian  and  the  Latin  fathers  used 
tingo  most  constantly  to  represent  baptism  in  their  writings  in 
the  2nd  and  3rd  centuries.  But  that  is  anything  else  than 
immerse.  Tingo  means  to  moisten,  to  wet,  and  those  are  the 
renderings  first  given  by  every  standard  Latin  lexicon  in 
Europe  or  America — Freund,  Andrews,  Schiller,  Leverett, 
Bullion,  White,  Anthon — ^all  of  them,  and  all  the  large  ones, 
give  it  as  the  equivalent  of  the  Greek  tengo^  brecho^  hugraino — 
all  being  Greek  words  of  affusion^  as  he  will  not  deny. 
Most  of  them  do  not  give  dip  as  a  remote,  derived  meaning 
of  few^o,  while  Ainsworth  gives  to  sprinkle.  It  is  often  used 
where  it  is  by  sprinkling.  The  word,  all  agree,  is  from  the  Greek 
tengo  as  Carson  says,  and  means  in  Greek  to  moisten.  It  is  most 
applied  to  the  effect  of  falling  tears,  sometimes  to  dew,  &c. 
Now  is  it  not  assuming  much  to  translate  this  word  tingo^  in 
view  of  these  facts,  immerse,  or  dip,  as  necessarily  implying 
total  putting  under  the  element?  It  only  implies  dip  at  all 
derivatively f  then  often  a  very  partial  dip.  Purst  uses  it  for  the 
German  benetzen — moisten.  Schindler  uses  it  for  brecho^ 
applied  to  tears,  rain,  &c.  But  I  care  not  for  tingo  as  I  built 
nothing  on  it  at  all.  I  translate  it  moisten  or  wet,  and  giving 
its  renvote  meanings  in  my  debate  with  Dr.  Wilkes,  I  put  dip 
and  sprinkle^  both,  for  so  it  is  rendered  by  lexicons,  and  by 
the  best  standards  put  equivalent  to  Greek  woi*ds  meaning  to 
sprinkle,  shed  forth,  &c.  Such  is  the  word  by  the  Latin 
fathers  for  baptize. 

Again  Dr.  Graves  comes  upon  6ei7a,  baptize.  Let  me  quote 
Db.  J.  B.  Gravbs,  he  copying  Judd  the  Baptist  so  zealous  for 
immersion.  Appendix  to  M.  Stuart,  p.  247;  "But  amad^  ...  is 
not  the  only  word  used  in  the  Syriac  to  translate  baptizo.  The 
very  word  {tzeva)  which  Professor  Stuart  mentions  as  properly  sig- 
nifying IMMKBSION,  is  often  used  to  designate  the  ordinance  of  hap- 
tism.  Professor  Stuart  with  Michaelis  in  his  hands,  cannot  be 
Ignorant  of  this."    All  that  is  true — ^it  is  so  used.    In  the  Ar- 
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able  it  translates  baptidzo  in  the  Xew  Testament  over  thirty 
timesy  and  is  used  in  Acts  viii.  38,  where  the  Eunuch  was  bap- 
tized. Now  what  will  the  Doctor  say  to  this?  In  the  golden 
age  of  Arabic  learning,  when  they  translated  Homer,  Aristo- 
tle and  Plato,  and  studied  them  well;  when  they  had  lin- 
guists that  used  forty-seven  dialects  and  invented  Algebra; 
when  they  had  libraries  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  volumes- 
in  their  golden  age  of  culture  tKey  translated  baptidzo  by  this 
word.  Yet  Furst  defines  teera  thus:  "to  moisten,  to  be- 
sprinkle, to  baptize,  Pual,  to  water,  to  moisten/'  Castell 
gives  ^^pour  outy"  (effudit)  and  Jerome  the  learned  Hebrew  aud 
Syriac  scholar  of  the  4th  century^  translates  it  once  eon^ptrgatur 
— sprwkUy  once  infunderis  besprinkled  ^     Who  is  wild,  crazy.? 

Now  this  word  that  Stuart  surrendered  to  the  immersionists 
most  inconsistently — for  its  Greek  rendering  in  Dan.  iv  aud  v, 
Stuart  uses  ablv  for  his  side — was  so  little  examined  that  S. 
thought  it  was  immerse^  whereas  the  only  places  in  which  it 
occurs  in  the  whole  Old  Testament  are  the  very  cases  where 
from  the  Greek,  Stuart  8upix)rts  spriy>kling.  It  is  inconsistent 
to  quote  the  Greek  of  a  passage  to  prove  it  occurs  ihert  in 
the  sense  of  sprinkUy  yet  admit  and  st(ite  that  the  original 
Chaldec  of  which  the  Greek  is  a  mere  version,  supports  immer- 
sion. It  is  the  case  of  the  King's  *^'body  wet  with  dew  from 
Haven,'-     So  the  original  reads. 

Now,  then,  to  show  further  that  tzei'a,  which  translates 
baptidzo  ill  Syriac  and  Arabic  as  well  as  baptOy  applies  to 
affusion,  it  occurs  of  bloixl  gushing  from  a  wound,  to  juice 
dropping  or  trickling  from  trees  cut,  from  vines — so  used  in 
Al  Koran  also.  This  word  was  regarded  by  the  immersionists 
as  so  firmly  fixed  as  tfieir's  that  it  was  used  by  them  as  Wkques- 
tioned  property.  No  marvel  if  they  hate  to  surrender  it, 
especially  does  it  hurt.     These  facts  show  several  things. 

1.  That  this  question  has  been  treated  even  by  such  men  as 
Stuart  with  entire  empiricism — neglect  of  study  and  pains. 

2*  That  immersionists  jump  at  conclusions  with  no  foan- 

dation  to  rest  upon. 

3.  That  this  whole  ([nestiou  badly  needed  a  careful^  scieii- 
tific  treatment* 


Mode  of  Baptism.  199 

Now,  then,  we  have  all  points  clearly  before  you.  Dr, 
Graves  makes  the  sprinkle  of  brecho  very  little — ^it  was  a  light 
sprinkle — not  baptidzOy  but  brecho^  applied  to  very  slight  sprink- 
lings. Exactly  so.  We  accede  to  all  that.  But  the  point  is 
— toheJi  the  Syrians  and  Arabians  translate  that  deUoate  sprinkle 
by  their  leading  word  for  baptize^  what  becomes  of  your  imr 
mersef  Does  that  word  that  translates  so  delicate  a  sprinkle 
mean  and  imply  immersion  f  It  shows  that  when  they  used  it 
for  translating  baptidzoy  they  did  not  regard  baptidzo  as  mean- 
ing immerse  in  the  Bible  anywhere  at  ail. 

As  to  "  bury,"  until  the  Doctor  answers  the  facts  we  adduce, 
we  need  pay  no  attention  to  it  farther.  We  showed  that  it 
did  not  necessarily  imply .  covering  up,  as  Jer.  xxii,  19 
shows  where  twice  it  applies  to  a  man  left  on  the  ground  to 
decay, "  buried  with  the  burial  of  an  ass"  The  dark  age  writers 
clung  to  it  as  a  great  text.  We  do  not  rely  on  thenij  but  the 
Bible. 

The  Doctor  now  goes  back  on  the  Peshito.  He  wishes  to 
date  it  later  now  than  he  did  when  he  thought  it  favored  im- 
mersion. When  he  endorsed  Judd,  who  says:  "It  was  made 
at  least  as  early  as  the  beginning  of  the  second  century"  Ap.  to 
Stuart,  p.  215,  it  was  all  right.  John  lived  till  then.  He 
thinks  it  was  likelv  made  earlier  than  then,  as  all  of  the  eminent 
Syriac  scholars,  who  are  the  only  competent  critics  here,  held. 
So  held  that  great  fountain  of  criticism,  Walton,  Carpzov, 
Leusden,  Davidson,  Lowth,  Kennicott,  Tremelius  and  Stiles, 
President  of  Yale  College.  Dr.  Gale  regarded  it  as  quite  as 
authoritative  as  the  autographs  of  the  apostles.  We  read  his 
words  once  to  you.  Origen,  born  A.  D.  185,  quotes  its  title, 
A.  D.  215,  as  a  familiar  work.  It  shows  that  our  opponents 
value  anything  only  if  it  favors  their  notions,  dates,  values, 
all  are  thus  to  be  estimated — they  turn  back  upon  their  own 
records  fearlessly,  if  they  find  their  cause  suffering. 

Dr.  Graves  tells  us  now  that  all  the  lexicons  srive  immerse 
as  the  primary  meaning.  Not  a  word  of  it.  He  asserts  that 
the  first  definition  set  down  by  a  lexicographer  is  the  primary 
meaning  of  a  word.  That  is  utterly  gratuitous ;  not  the  case. 
Let  us  see,  however,  if  the  lexicons  are   as   uniform  as  he 
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makes  them  to  be.  We  think  not  We  will  begin  with  his 
favorite — Liddell  and  Scott — "  haptidzOy  to  dip  repeatedly J^  Is 
that  its  primary  meaning  ?  Do  you  dip  repeatedly  when  yon 
baptize?  But  you  can  dip  an  object,  and  ^^ repeatedly ^^^  and  not 
put  Si  fourth  part  uruieriiie  element.  It  is  very  indefinite.  But 
you  say  a  definition  is  of  no  vcUue  unless  supported  by  texts  in 
the  languages  the  lexicons  are  defining.  That  is  true— every 
word  of  it.  But  where  do  yot*,  or  this  lexicographer,  to  whose 
work  you  anchor,  find  a  place  where  baptidzo  means  to  dip 
repeatedly f  Nowhere  on  earth — nowhere/  Then,  **of  ships, 
to  dip  them."  Will  that  do  ?  He  gives  "  it  to  draw  loaier^^ — 
where  has  it  that  meaning  ?  Nowhere.  Sophocles,  his  next 
favorite  gives — "to  dip"  first.  Is  that  its  primary  meaning? 
Why,  we  saw  that  Ingham,  whose  work  the  Doctor  uses  here 
and  I  have  it  too— the  great  Baptist  of  London,  on  this  ques- 
tion, out  of  one  hundred  sixty-nine  cases,  renders  it  dip  only 
once.  Conant,  out  of  sixty-three  consecutive  cases,  in  which 
it  is  whelm  forty-five  times,  "  overwhelm"  eight  times,  renders 
it  dip,  not  once.  A.  Campbell  never  gives  to  dip.  Leigh  tells 
us  "  primarily  it  signifies  any  kind  of  washingy  or  immersion, 
etc."  One  gives  overwhelm  {obruo)  first — another,  "  I  cover 
with  water" — first — that  is  your  crazy  man  Ewing.  It  is  a 
good  proof  he  was  crazy,  I  admit.  Scapula,  Stephanus,  etc., 
all  give  sink  [wieryojas  their  first  rendering.  Parkhurst  dip- 
Robinson  "to  dip  in,"  occurs  as  the  first  classic  meaning. 
Here,  then,  his  lexicons  give  us  this  medley — ^"  dip  repeatedly** 
as  the  primary  meaning — assuming  now  with  Dr.  Graves,  that 
they  are  treating  of  its  primary  meaning.  No,  no,  cries  every 
Baptist,  if  that  be  its  meaning,  I'm  not  baptized — ^I  was  not 
dipped  repeatedly — only  once.  Call  in  another — Hedericus, 
Scapula,  Stephanus — "  sink."  Horrors !  that  won't  do — give 
us  a  better  primary  than  that.  Robinson,  etc. — ^^  dip  in" — an't 
you  going  to  dip  us  out  again,  also?  That  won't  do,  I  dip 
my  finger  m  that  drop  of  water  on  the  board;  dip  my  pen  in 
ink;  no  covering,  burying;  no  envelopment  here;  all  is  in 
doubt;  we  want  more  certainty  than  that  Others;  let.  Edi- 
tion of  Wahl,  Leigh,  etc.,  wash;  others,  overwhelm;  not  one 
yet  suits  for  a  primary.  Ah,  Ewing  has  it — ^**  cover  with 
water; "  but,  he  is  crazy !     Alas !  for  primary  from  lexicons! 
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You  see  all  the  lexicons  utterly  fail  to  support  immerse  as  a 
primary  meaning.  If  they  had  done  so  they  would  have  been 
isisej  for  it  is  not  a  primary  as  we  demonstrated  from  its  earliest 
use — ^it  never  being  used  for  immerse  till  in  Polybius —  in  the 
decay  of  the  Greek  language.  We  demonstrated  it  from  the 
greatest  immersion  sources — ^when  Conant  out  of  sixty-three 
consecutive  occurrences — p.  43  to  84 — ^renders  it  immerse  ovly 
ten  times,  overwhelm  fifty-  three  times.  If  then,  its  most 
devoted  friends  can  do  no  more  than  this^  and  show  fifty-three 
occasions  where  it  is  affusion — the  element  coming  on  the  object 
as  waves  leaping  upon  ships  —  dashed  against  them  by  the 
wind  and  throwing  showers  upon  them — when  they  make  such 
a  showing  for  the  prevailing  and  current  meaning,  what  becomes 
of  primary  even  in  Dr.  Graves'  sense  of  primary?  Hence, 
Passow  tells  us  of  baptidzo  "Generally,  to  besprinkle  {uber- 
giessen)  to  pour  upon^  to  overwhelm,"— ^w6e7«cAM^^ew,  etc.) 
Alas  for  immerse  as  a  primary  !  Hence,  if  Dr.  Graves  is  •cor- 
rect in  eSAer  position,  then  not  a  Baptist  here  is  Scriptu rally 
baptized,  save  those  who  went* from  us. 

As  to  the  authorities,  he  may  quote  fifty  to  favor  his  views, 
and  seven-tenths  of  them  sustain  ours,  while  we  can  quote 
twice  as  many  more  that  destroy  his  position,  aside  from  the 
record  of  lexicons  and  versions.  All  the  array  of  authors 
often  quoted — Witsius,  Tarretinus,  Buxtorff*,  Vossius,  Wall, 
Eloenoel,  Tholuck,  Olshausen,  Ebrard,  Havernick,  Rossen- 
muUer,  Lightfoot,  Clarke,  Beza,  Stier,  Hengstenberg,  Baum- 
garten — all  support  us — their  name  is  legion. 

As  to  Blackstone — we  say  that  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
of  him  is,  that  first  you  study  the  meaning  of  the  word  in  the 
given  authority,  and  if  it  cannot  thus  be  determined,  next 
after  looking  into  any  other  book  on  the  same  or  kindred  sub- 
ject, look  into  contemporary  writers  on  same  subject  or  kindred, 
and  that  is  legitimate  aid.  Any  way,  whether  B.  said  so  or 
not,  that  is  the  right  way — deny  it  if  you  dare.  Are  you  not 
even  running  clear  off  into  dark  age  literature — into  lexicons 
never  designed  to  explain  Kew  Testament  Greek  at  all,  to 
determine  New  Testament  usage?  Have  not  Baptists  ran- 
sacked Homer,  Plutarch,  DiodorusSiculus,  Strabo  and  Tatius 
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to  settle  a  Bible  usage,  hardly  pausing  to  notice  the  Bible 
itself?  Now  when  we  fail  to  agree  on  what  the  Greek  text 
means,  what  should  be  the  next  best  help — the  best  aidf  Cer- 
tainly, all  the  world  qf  schoUxrs  and  all  immermnista  always  held 
since  they  heard  of  Syriac^  that  oldest^  purest^  mast  literal^  m^st 
faith/id  version — ^^  made,"  says  Judd,  "  by  men  who  spoke  both 
languages — men  most  competent — ^by  those  who  understood 
and  spoke  both  languages  precisely  as  the  scured  imiters  [  the 
apostles]  themselves  understood  and  spoke  them."  So  says  Dr. 
Judd.  Dr.  Graves  endorsed  that — published  it  to  the  world  in 
book  form  to  aid  the  Baptist  cause.  To  what  next  best  au- 
thority, then,  could  we  appeal?  Our  Greek  lexicons — all  oa 
our  side, — all  sustaining  affusion  are  with  us.  All  Hebrew 
lexicography  is  with  us.  All  the  classics  are  with  us*  Au- 
thorities are  with  us.  But  it  hurts  him  worst  that  the  grand 
old  Syriac  is  with  us — ^ay,  and  so  squarely.  Rain  baptiadng, 
tears  baptizing  couches,  baptizing  Christ's  feet — ay,  it  most 
be  silenced,  for  this  Peshito,  like  the  Bard's  Duncan — ^*like  a 
naked,  new-born  babe,  striding  the  blasts,  or  heaven's  cheru- 
bim horsed  upon  the  sightless  courier  of  the  wind,"  will  fill 
the  land  with  rebellion  against  the  reign  of  water  over  the 
minds  of  the  people.  It  mw5^ be  silenced.  And  Jesus  himself 
interprets  the  mode  of  baptism — that  hurts.  He — "in  his  native 
Syro-Chaldee,"  as  A.  Campbell  calls  it,  calls  admitted  affusion 
— a  light  sprinkle^ — baptism — ^"  My  feet  hath  she  baptized  with 
her  TEARS. 

Dr.  Graves,  in  speech  8th,  says:  "Does  Turretine  suBtain 
Elder  D  ?"  Turretine  uses  almost  word  for  word  the  same 
language  of  Witsius,  and  gives  the  same  examples.  He  be- 
lieves John  immersed.  He  says  baptidzo  also  means  to 
sprinkle  {adspergo^  profundo)  and  that  the  3,000,  on  Pentecost, 
Paul,  Lydia,  the  5,000,  Acts  iv,  were  all  baptized  by  spriuk- 
ling.  But  as  he  uses  almost  verbatim  Witsius'  words,  we 
give  them : 

"Hermann  Witsius  has  been  paraded  by  the  immendonJstB  as  a 
special  favorite.  They  often  begin  their  list  with  his  great  name. 
Campbell  quotes  him  as  sustaining  their  \iew8.  I  hold  his  work  In  my 
hands,  tlie  **De  (Economia  Foederum  Dei,"  etc.,  Hermann!  Wltri, 
MDCLXXXV.    It  is  quite  venerable— nearly  two  hundred  yean  old.    In 
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book  iv,  lib.  4,  ch.  16,  }  13, 14,  he  discusses  this  question :  ^'  Whether  by 
immersion  or  also  by  pouring  water  out  of  a  vase,  or  sprinkling,  was  the 
rite  of  liaptism  administered.  He  admits  that  **  it  cannot  be  denied  but 
that  bapio  and  bapHdzo  may  mean  to  sink  {mergere)^  and  to  moisten  or 
dip.''  But  he  says,  {  14,  p.  672  (de  BapUsmo),  **  Yet  it  is  not  to  be  sup- 
posed that  immersion  is  necessary  to  baptism,  since  it  may  be  accom- 
plished by  pouring  or  sprinkling — itt  perfusione  vel  aspersione,^^  After 
explaining  fUrther,  he  says — and  I  will  render  it  literally,  as  I  o^ly  have 
the  Latin  copy :  ''It  is  more  probable  that  the  three  thousand  who  were 
baptized  in  one  day.  Acts  ii,  41^  were  perfused  (poured  on)  or  sprinkled 
with  water  than  that  they  were  immersed.  For  it  is  not  likely  that  the 
men  engaged  in  the  preaching  of  the  word  as  the  apostles  were,  wXth 
ever  so  much  pains,  could  immerse  so  many  thousands.  Neither  is  it 
credible  that  Comdlus,7uid  Lydia,  and  those  who  were  baptized  in  their 
own  private  houses,  had  baptisteries  at  hand,  in  whi<^  they  could  be 
totally  immersed.  Vossius  adduces  examples  of  pouring  firom  antiquity, 
Disput  1,  in  his  treatise  on  baptism,  etc.  2.  It  is  admitted  that  bapHd- 
zein  may  properly  signify  to  sink,  yet  also  it  takes  the  more  general  sig- 
nification of  washing  in  any  way  whatsoever,  as  for  example  Luke  ix,  38, 
etc  3.  The  thing  signified  by  baptism  \b  set  forth  both  in  the  Old  and 
New  Testament  by  the  words  pour  and  sprinkle.  See  Isa.  xliv,  3,  con- 
oeming  pouring;  Isa.  lii,  15;  Ezek.  xxxvi,  25;  Heb.  xii,  24;  1  Pet  i,  2, 
on  sprinkling.'' 

Dr.  G.  asks, "Does  Dr.  A.  Clarke  sustain  bis  (D's)  position  ?" 
"Does  Beza?"  "Does  Lightfoot?"  He  makes  me  say  thai 
Witsius,  Beza,  etc.,  etc.,  sustain  me  in  the  "assertion  that 
baptidzo  means  primarily  and  properly  to  sprinkle."  I  said 
nothing  of  the  kind.  I  did  say  and  showed  that  all  the  old 
school  traced  sprinkle  from  wash — refuted  their  theory.  I 
showed  that  the  facts  compelled  all  of  them  to  state  that  bap- 
tidzo applied  to  affusions.  That  they  held  it  meant  to  sprinkle, 
but  accounted  for  it  on  unscientific  grounds,  as  the  immer- 
sionists  do.  But  he  expresses  astonishment,  and  thinks  I 
risk  my  reputation  as  a  scholar.     Now, 

1.  What  are  our  positions?  Dr.  G.  is  to  prove  that  baptidzo 
ALWAYS  implies  immersion — never  sprinkle  or  pour,  I  am  to 
refute  it.  Now  let  us  quote  those  authors  he  names  as  sus- 
taining him. 

Ed.  Robinson:  *^ Baptidzo  .  .  In  Hellenistic  Geeek,  and  in  reference 
to  the  rite  of  baptism  .  .  expressed  not  always  immersion,  but  the  more 
general  idea  of  ablution  or  affusion." — Gr.  Lex.,  sub  voce.  He  then 
shows  that  all  the  facts  and  nneieut  excavated  baptisteries,  etc.,  prove 
that  it  was  Ysy  afltision. 
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Baumoabten,  one  among  the  ablest  oommentatorB  of  Europe,  says: 
''The  baptism  of  Saul  followed  immediately  the  receiving  of  his  sight.  .  . 
Upon  calling  upon  that  holy  name,  his  body  .  .  is  baptized  .  .  by  meaos 
of  the  water  poured  t^pon  him."— Acts  iz,  1-36.    VoL  i,  238,  239. 

''He  ordered  all  those  who  had  received  the  Holy  Spirit,  to  be  ba|ittoed 
urith  wcUer," — ^Acts  x,  47. 

"With  a  part  of  the  same  water"  used  in  washing  the  apostleSi  "the 
prison  keeper  and  all  his  were  baptized  .  .  without  the  dipping  of  the 
whole  body,  in  the  open,  running  water." — ^Acts  ^cvi,  11^0.    Vol  ii,  134. 

OiiSHAUSEN,  one  of  the  greatest  and  best  conmientators  of  any  age,  and 
thQ  most  impartial  and  profound,  says  on  John  iii,  25-27 :  "The  diq^Nite 
was  on  baptism — JTcUhariamos,  equivalent  to  baptisma  {bapHtm).*^ 
Blark  vii,  4:  "Ablutions  of  all  sorts,  among  the  rest  those  applicaUe  to 
the  priest  {Ex.  xxix,  4;  18,  sq.  with  Heb.  ix,  10),  were  common  among 
the  Jews.  Baptiamaa  is  here,  as  in  H^b.  ix,  10,  aUutionj  washing  gener- 
ally ;  klinai  here,  couches  on  which  the  ancients  were  wont  to  recline  at 
meals."  Here  he  held  that  the  legal  eprinklings  of  John  iii,  25-27;  of 
the  priests.  Exodus  xxix,  4,  etc,  were  the  "diverse  baptisms"  of  Paul, 
Heb.  ix,  10.  That  the  couches  of  dining  were  baptized  as  the  Jews  did— 
by  affbsion.    Again : 

On  Acts  ii,  he  considers  the  three  thousand  were  baptized  by  sprinkling. 
VoL  iv,  383:  "The  difficulty  can  only  be  removed  by  supposing  that 
they  already  employed  mere  sprinkling^^*  etc 

liiGHTFOOT's  Commentary  is  only  for  the  learned,  like  the  above, 
written  in  Latin.  That  he  holds  the  highest  rank  of  scholarship,  is  ad- 
mitted by  all:  ^'The  word,  therefore  baptismotis  (washing),  applied  to  all 
these  (brazen  vessels,  beds,  etc. — Mark  vii,  4),  properly,  and  strictly  is  not 
to  be  taken  of  dipping  or  plunging  [italics  his],  but,  in  respect  of  some 
things,  of  washing  only,  and,  in  respect  of  others,  spbinklinq  only."— 
Hone  Heb.  et  TaL,  tom.  ii,  419. 

Stieb:  "  Baptidzo  occurs  frequently  in  the  sense  of  m^re  washing." 
He  supposes,  at  times,  they  may  have  been  "dipped,"  where,  otherwise, 
baptism  would  be  administered  by  sprinkling,  as  probably  with  tiie 
thousands  on  the  day  of  Pentecost. 

He  is  inferior  to  no  commentator— one  of  ttie  greatest  and  most  volmnl* 
nous. — "Leben  Jesu,"  voL  vii,  303,  note. 

Wesley:  The  immeisiomsts  have  been  misquoting  Wesley,  Adam 
Clarke,  and  Watson,  for  years,  especially  the  two  former,  Just  as  they  do 
Witsius,  Beza,  and  the  rest.  But  Wesley  is  quoted  as  favoring  thehr  idea 
CM  against  ours,  else  why  quote  him?  Here  is  Wesley's  note  on  Mark 
vii,  4 :  '*  Washing  of  cups  and  pots  and  brazen  vessels  and  coucAea—the 
Greek  word  (baptisms)  (i.  e.  baptizmous — baptidzo)  means  indifEbraitly 
either  washing  or  sprinkling." 

On  Matt  iii,  6:  Wesley  says,  in  his  notes:  "Such  prodigious  nombefB 
could  hardly  be  baptized  by  immerging  their  whole  bodies  under  water; 
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nor  can  we  think  th^  were  provided  with  change  of  raiment  for  it, 
which  was  scarce  practicable  for  such  vast  multitudes."  He  then  urges 
that  they  must  have  been  baptized  by  afilision. 

Geo.  Hill:  " Both  sprinkling  and  immersion  are  implied  in  the  word 
bapHdzo,  both  are  used  in  the  religious  ceremonies  of  the  Jews.'' — **  Lec- 
tures on  Divinity,  659." 

A.  Clabke  :  <'  In  what  form  baptism  was  originally  administered,  has 
been  deemed  a  subject  worthy  of  serious  dispute.  Were  the  i)eople  cUpped 
or  sprinkled?  for  it  is  certain  bapto  and  bapHdzo  mean  both." — On  Matt 
iii,  6. 

Blooicfteld,  Gr.  Test,  Mark  vii,  4.  "This  is  best  explained,  'unless 
they  wash  their  bodies,'  in  opposition  to  the  washing  of  the  hands  before 
mentioned,  in  which,  however,  is  not  implied  immersion.  Heb.  vi,  2, 
'*  Always  in  the  sense  of  washing,"  here  "as  a  general  term  referring  both 
to  the  Jewish  and  Christian  baptisms."  Heb.  ix,  10,  "  Bap  denotes  those 
ceremonial  ablutions  of  various  sorts,  some  respecting  the  priests^  others 
the  people  at  large,  detailed  in  Levitiais  and  Numbers." 

Acts  viii,  38.  .  .  "Philip  seems  to  have  taken  up  water  with  his  hands 
and  poured  it  copiously  on  tbe  Eunuch's  head." 

Alford,  Gr.  Test.,  Mark  vii,  4,  ^^ Baptisontai  (hRptlze)  themselves; 
but  probably  not  the  washing  of  their  whole  bodies ;"  v.  8,  "The  baptismoi 
as  applied  to  klinoi  (couches  at  meals)  were  certainly  not  immergions  but 
gprinklings  or  affusions  of  water." 

On  Acts  ii,  41,  Alford  holds  that  the  3,000  were  sprinkled. 

Luke  xi,  38,  "  Did  not  imply  necessary  inmiersion  of  the  whole  body, 
for  it  was  only  the  hands  which  the  Pharisees  washed  before  meat" 

Faerbaibn:    "The  diverse  evidentiy  points  to  the  several  uses  of 

water,  such  as  we  know  to  have  actually  existed  under  the  law,  sprink' 
lings,  washings,  bathings. 

Here  you  see  we  are  sustained  completely  and  the  Doctor 
routed. 

Beza  says  baptidzo  means  also  to  moisten  (madefacere)  and 
wash.  What  he  means  by  his  wash  and  moisten,  he  shows  on 
Acts  i,  5 — "  baptized  with  water — with  the  Spirit.  He  says 
of  the  water:  "The  other  is  spoken  ('baptized  with  water') 
of  water  POURED  (<7r^i^/K  e fusee)  upon  the  people."  Does  this 
sustain  the  Doctor,  or  me?  Beza  was  the  best  Greek  critic 
of  the  16th  century. 

The  Doctor  quotes  Vattel  on  Laws  of  Nations,  8th  speech, 
and  urges  that  notification  must  take  place  before  a  change  in 
law  and  custom  is  admissable. 
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1.  But  we  showed  that  sprinkle  is  the  primary  meaning  of 
baptidzo,  Bj  primary,  Havernick,  Fairbairn,  Jahn,  Geseniue, 
etc. — all  critics  and  Webster,  tell  us  is  meant  the  original 
meaning,  affixed  to  the  word  by  those  who  invented  it — first 
used  it. 

2.  We  showed  that  dip  is  no  meaning  of  baptidzo^  and  im* 
merse  a  rare  one  by  two  proofs.  1.  The  whole  immersion 
body  of  writers.  2.  By  an  appeal  to  "  the  ultimate  authori* 
ties."  3.  We  find  that  the  lexicons  nowhere  furnish  a  text  to 
support  immerse  earlier  than  Polybius.  Hence  immerse  is  a 
developed,  late  meaning.  4.  We  demonstrated  by  all 
philology — by  the  science  of  language — that  immerse  is  the 
late,  the  derived  meaning.  Hence,  Yattel's  law  destroys  the 
Doctor. — [  Time  outJ] 
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DR.  GRAVES'  TENTH  SPEECH. 

The  Use  of  Baptidzo  by  Clattio  Greek  Authort. 

Mr.  President  :  — I  shall  now  examine  the  meaning  of 
baptdizo  as  used  hy  Greek  authors  ^before,  in  the  age  of,  and 
after  Christ.  Let  it  be  borne  in  mind  that  when  we  appeal  to 
Greek  authors  we  appeal  to  the  highest  authority  known  to 
scholars.  It  is  higher  authority  than  lexicons.  It  is  where 
lexicographers  go  to  find  the  meanings  they  give  in  their  lex- 
icons. It  is  the  supreme  court  by  which  the  meaning  of 
words  is  irreversibly  decided.  It  must  be  admitted  by  all 
sensible  men  that  the  Greeks  knew  their  own  language.  In 
what  signification,  then,  did  they  invariably  use  baptidzOj  in  its 
physical  or  literal  sense  ? 

I  repeat,  to  keep  distinctly  before  you,  the  law  of  interpreta- 
tion by  which  we  have  agreed  to  be  governed,  viz.,  the 
"primary  or  literal  meaning  is  the  only  true  meaning,  and  we 
must,  in  every  instance,  use  it  unless  the  context  forbids." 
Xow,  I  am  here  to  prove  that  the  primary  or  literal  meaning 
of  baptidzOf  at  the  time  it  was  selected  by  the  Holy  Spirit — as  it 
was  for  ages  and  ever  before,  as  it  has  been  ever  since — was 
"to  immerse,"  "to  dip,"  or  a  kindred  meaning. 

These  exhaust  the  use  of  the  word  in  Greek  literature. 
Dr.  Conant's  translation  of  these  examples  have  not  been 
questioned  by  any  scholar,  if  so,  I  have  not  heard  of  it. 

I  shall  select  my  examples  from  Dr.  Conant's  Baptidzein^  the 
most  valuable  contribution  made^to  our  baptismal  literature  in 
any  age.  He  has  made  it  a  part  of  the  study  of  a  lifetime  to 
gather  from  his  own  reading,  and  every  instance  of  the  use  of 
baptize  in,  by  Greek  writers  whose  works  are  extant 

The  first  example  I  will  introduce  is 

EXAMPLE  4. 

From  Aristotle,  who  was  born  three  hundred  and  eighty- 
four  yeard  before  Christ. 
"They  say  that  the  Phoenicians  who  inhabit  the  so-called  Gkuiira,  sail- 
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ing  four  days  outside  of  the  PUlan  of  Hercoles  with  an  eaat-wind^  came 
to  certain  desert  places  ftdl  of  rashes  and  sea-weed;  which,  when  It  is 
ebb-tide,  are  not — bapHBesthair-hniaeiaGd,  bi4[>tized,  bat  when  It  is 
floodtide  are  overflowed.'' — ArigtoUe,  concerning  Wcndarfvl  IUport$^  1S6. 

What  is  the  evident  meaning  of  the  term  in  this  place, 
sprinkled,  poured,  or  immersed?  You  have  heard  Elder 
Ditzler  affirm  emphatically  a  full  half  score  of  limes,  that  bap- 
tidzo  was  never  used  to  denote  immersion  before  Polybius; 
that  it  meant  sprinkle  before  his  day.  But  Aristotle  was  bom 
one  hundred  and  seventy-nine  years  before  Polybius! 

Mr.  President,  the  verb  baptidzo  never  meant  to  sprinkle,  nor 
can  he  produce  the  shadow  of  authority  to  sustain  such  a 
statement,  and  I  challenge  him  to  do  so. 

EXAMPLE     6. 

My  next  shall  be  Polybius  himself. 

"Polybius,  History,  book  XXXIV,  c.  3,  7.  In  his  desoription  of  the 
manner  of  taking  the  sword-fish  (with  an  iron-headed  q^ear  or  haipocm), 
he  says :  'And  even  if  the  spear  fidls  into  thesea,  it  is  not  lost ;  for  It  is  oom- 
pacted  of  both  oak  and  pine,  so  that  when  the  oaken  part  bcgpHgomenot^— 
is  immersed,  baptized  by  the  weight,  the  rest  is  buoyed  up  and  easily 
recovered.' " 

EXAMPLB  7. 

"IbicL  ni,  ch.  72,  4.  Speakingof  the  passage  of  the  Roman  army, 
under  the  Consul  Tiberius,  through  the  river  Tefaia,  which  had  been 
swollen  by  heavy  rains,  he  says:  'They  passed  through  with  difllenlty, 
the    foot-soldiers— dop^ieomenai— immersed,  as  far  as  to  the  breasta.'  *' 

Can  the  word  be  translated  in  either  of  these  two  instances 
otherwise  than  immersed  ?  Are  sprinkled  or  poured  admis- 
sible ?    Evidently  not    The  context  demands  immersion. 

EXABPLB     11. 

My  next  author  is  Strabo,  who  was  bom  sixty  years  befote 

Christ 

''Strabo's  Geography,  book  XIV,  ch.  3,  9.  'Alexander  harawntng  to  be 
there  at  the  stormy  season,  and  accustomed  to  trust  for  the  most  part  to 
fortune,  set  forward  before  the  swell  subsided;  and  tfa^  marohed  Urn 
whole  day  in  wsdet—mechri  omphcUou  ftoptoomewoiv— immeniwi,  (b^H 

tised)  as  ftr  as  the  waist' '' 

Can  it  possibly  mean  anything  else  than  immersion  here? 

EXAMPLB  15. 
Diodoros,  who  wrote  sixty  to  thirty  years  befm»C3ixM|in  his  THaTHk 
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i)ook  XI,  ch.  18,  says:  "  The  oommander  of  the  fleet,  leadhig  on  the  line, 
and  first  Joinhig  battle,  was  slahi  after  a  brilliant  conflict;  and  his  ship 
being  submerged  (baptized)  concision  seized  the  fleet  of  the  barbarians/' 

Does  it  mean  that  ttie  commander's  ship  was  only  sprinkled 
with  a  little  water  here,  or  wholly  immersed?  Mark  what  he 
will  make  of  this  case. 

Having  shown  its  use  ages  before  and  in  the  time  of  Christ, 
for  all  Greek  writers  yet  discovered  from  the  earliest  age  until 
the  Christian  Era  use  baptidzo  in  the  same  sense  as  these  I 
have  given,  I  will  examine  a  few  who  wrote  in  the  days  of  the 
apostles  and  after,  while  the  Greek  continued  to  be -a  spoken 
language. 

Josephus,  a  learned  Jew,  familiar  with  the  Greek  language, 
was  bom  thirty-seven  years  after  Christ. 

EXAMPLE  16. 

In  his  antiquities.  Book  xv,  ch.  3,  3,  describing  the  murder 
of  the  boy  Aristobulus,  who  (by  Herod's  command)  was 
drowned  by  his  companions  in  a  swimming  bath,  he  says: 

*' Continually  pressing  down  and  immersing  [baptizing]  him  while 
swimming,  as  if  in  sport,  they  did  not  desist  till  they  had  entirely  suffo- 
cated him." 

Here  is  a  clear  case  of  frequent  immersions  and  no  death 
from  the  first.  My  opponent,  who  boasts  that  he  never  makes 
a  mistake  as  to  facts,  has  asserted  in  your  hearing  that  ^'no 
case  can  be  found  in  classic  Greek  where  a  single  immersion 
of  a  living  person  did  not  result  in  death;"  that  it  is  used  in- 
variably in  the  sense  oi  drown — sinking  to  the  bottom  and  re- 
maining there.  If  the  first  immersion  sufficed  to  drown  the 
boy,  why  did  they  repeat  it  continually  ?  Does  not  this  dis- 
prove his  assertion  ?     If  not,  take 

EXAMPLE     156. 

JMycmuB,*  StrcUagemSj  book  IVy  ch.  j?,  6,  The  device  by  which  Philip 
King  of  the  Maoedon,  while  exercising  in  the  wrestling-school  with 
Men^etes  the  pancratiast,t  evaded  the  importunities  of  his  soldiers,  who 
had  gathered  around  damoring  for  their  pay. 

"  Philip,  not  having  it,  came  forward  streaming  with  sweat,  covered 
with  dust,  and  smiling  on  them  said:     You  say  Justly,  fellow-soldiers, 

*  About  the  middle  of  the  second  century  after  Christ. 
fDie  name  for  an  expert  in  both  wrestling  and  boxing. 
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but  indeed,  for  this  very  purpose  I  am  myself  now  anointed  against  the 
barbarian,  in  order  that  I  may  many  times  over  repay  you  thftn^n.  Say- 
ing this,  and  clapping  his  hands,  he  ran  through  the  midst  and  threw 
himself  into  the  swlinming-bath;  and  the  Macedonians  laughed.  Philip 
did  not  give  over  dipping  (baftizino)  in  a  match  with  the  panera- 
ti^st,  and  sprinkling  water  in  the  face,  until  the  soldiers  wearied  out,  difu 
p^sed. 

This  play  was  the  Dipping-match,  it  was  a  mutual  dipping 
of  each  other — eertatim  immergo.  Dr.  Conant  describes  it  in  a 
note  thus : 

"This  was  the  dipping  maich^  or  game  of  dipping  each  other;  each  party 
striving  to  prove  his  superior  strength  and  agility  by  putting  the  other 
under  the  water,  and  also  by  splashing  it  in  his  £aoe  (^tprmkUmg  water  in 
the  face*)  till  he  was  deprived  of  breath." 

Now,  here  were  repeated  immersions,  "clear  under  the 
water,"  with  the  sprinkling  of  water  into  the  face  added;  hun- 
dreds of  immersions  did  not  destroy  life. 

BXAMPLE  22. 

Jewish  War,  book  HI.,  ch.  x,  9.     He  says  of  the  Jews,  in 

describing  their  contest  with  the  Roman  soldiers  on  the  sea  of 

Gallilee : 

'*And  when  they  ventured  to  come  near,  they  suflbred  harm  before 
they  could  inflict  any,  and  were  submerged  [baptized]  along  with  thdr 
vessels,  ....  and  those  of  the  submeiged  [baptized]  sokiiov  who  raised 
their  heads,  either  a  missile  reached,  or  a  vessel  overtook.'' 

If  the  mere  baptizing  of  a  living  pierson  destroys  life,  how, 
then,  could  these  submerged  soldiers  ever  raise  their  heads 
out  of  the  water?    Could  dead  men  do  it? 

Once  more. 

EXAMPLE    80. 

Hippocrates,  on  Epidemics,  book  V.  Describing  the  resi^ntion  of  a 
]>atient,  afibcted  with  inflammation  and  swelling  of  the  fhioat  [Qff9Mcihe\ 
and  oppression  about  the  heart,  he  says:  '^And  she  breathed,  as  persons 
breathe  after  having  been  immersed,  [baptized],  and  emitted  a  loud 
sound  from  the  chest,  like  the  so-called  ventriloquist" 

If  no  living  person  was  ever  immersed  and  surrived,  how 
could  this  writer  say  that  the  patient  breathed  like  one  "after 
having  been  immersed?"  If  Eld.  Ditzler's  assertioo  ia  true, 
no  man  ever  did  breath  after  having  been  immersed.  He 
makes  no  mistakes  as  to  facts,  he  says,  what  do  yoa  say  f 

How,  now,  about  his  bold  assertion  that  he  haa  repeated  aU 
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over  the  South,  and  so  often  since  the  beginning  of  this  de- 
bate, and  that  has  been  received  by  so  many  as  settling  this 
baptismal  question  against  the  Baptists?  ! 

There  is  another  case, 

BXAMPLB    59. 

In  Polybius,  Hist  book  V,  ch.  xlvii,  2.  Speaking  of  a  body^  of  cavalry 
iieut  by  Melon  to  attack  Xenoetas,  in  a  position  wliere  he  was  partly  pro- 
tected by  the  river  Tigris,  and  pairtly  by  marshes  and  pools,  he  says : 
",Who,  coming  into  near  proximity  with  the  forces  of  Xenoetas,  through 
ignorance  of  the  localities  required  no  enemy,  but  themselves  by  them- 
selves immersed  [baptized]  and  sinking  in  the  pools,  were  all  useless,  and 
many  of  them  also  perished.'' 

These  soldiers  were  all  immersed  in  mud  and  water;  and  all 
were  rendered  useless,  but  only  some  perished;  why  not  ally 
if  Eld.  Ditzler's  assertion  is  true,  i,  e.,  '^  that  no  living  person 
was  ever  spoken  of  as  baptized,  in  classic  Greek,  and  sur 
vived?" 

My  eye  falls  upon  yet  another.* 

,  BXAMPLB  66. 

Plutarch,  in  his  work,  Gryllas,  Vn,  says  of  Agamemnon,  Eling  of  the 
Greeks,  on  his  way  to  Troy:  "Then  bravely — baptizion  eia  ten  Coparda 
£iinitef»— plunging,  [baptizing]  himself  into  the  lake  Copais,  that  there  he 
might  extinguish  his  love,  and  be  freed  from  desire." 

I  wish  my  opponent  to  ansjver  two  questions. 

1.'  According  to  his  own  rule  laid  down  in  the  debate  with 
Eld.  Wilkes,  did  you  not  say  that  eis  with  the  accusative  im- 
plied entrance  within — i.  «.,  an  immersion  into  water,  and 
have  we  not  eis  with  the  accusative  here,  and  was  not  King 
Agamemnon  wholly  immersed  into  the  lake  ? 

2.  Did  he  or  did  he  not  survive  and  go  on  to  the  Trojan 
war  after  this? 

Mark  if  he  will  answer  these.  Where,  now,  is  his  boasted 
and  oft-repeated  assertion,' in  the  face  of  these  clear  examples, 
that  no  man  can  find  an  example  in  classic  Greek  where  a 
Kving  being  was  ever  immersed  and  survived  ?  I  have  fully 
disproved  liis  assertion  by  these  half  dozen  examples,  while 
(me  was  sufficient.  What  will  his  unsupported  assertions 
amount  to  after  this? 

While  my  first  aim  has  been  to  establish  the  use  of  baptidzo 
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in  classic  Greek,  I  have  overthrown  his  strong  position 
against  Baptists  at  the  same  time.  I  have  yet  time  to  read  a 
.few  more  authors. 

I  wish  also  to  call  attention  to  the  Greek  text,  which  is 
translated — sprinkling  water  in  his  face,  it  is  not  rainomenas 
ton  prosopon — raino  followed  by  a  direct  object  without  a 
preposition,  sprinkling  the /ace,  which  is  an  impossibity;  but 
sprinkling  water,  kata  prosopon,  in  or  against  the  face,"  which 
also  sustains  my  canon. 

Homeric  Allegories,  ch.  9. 

EXAMPLE  71. 

The  writer  explains  the  ground  of  the  all^oiy  [as  he  calls  it]  of  Nepton* 
freeing  Mars  from  Vulcan,  thus :  "Since  the  mass  of  iron,  drawn  red- 
hot  from  the  furnace,  is  plunged  [baptized]  in  water ;  and  the  fieiy  glow, 
by  its  own  nature  quenched  with  water,  ceases.'' 

Will  my  opponent  presume  to  say  that  the  mass  of  red-hi»t 
iron  was  here  cooled  by  sprinkling  water  upon  it?  We  have 
here  baptidzo  with  the  dative  without  the  preposition  (kudato 
baptizetai)  as  we  have  in  Luke,  the  dative  of  element,  or  an- 
swering to  the  question  "  wherein."  If  baptidzo  means  to 
sprinkle  here,  then  was  the  red-hot  mass  of  iron  sprinkled 
into  the  water,  and  not  the  waler  upon  the  iron.  He  must 
change  the  text  or  translate  it  as  Conant  does. 

Another  case  just  in  point. 

EXAMPLE  86. 

.£sopic  Fables;  foble  of  the  Man  and  the  Fox.  "A  certain  man,  hav- 
ing a  grudge  against  a  fox  for  certain  mischief  done  by  her,  after  getting 
her  into  his  power  contrived  a  long  time  how  to  punish  her;  and  dipi^ng 
[baptizing]  tow  in  oil,  he  bound  it  to  her  tail  and  set  fire  to  if 

We  have,  in  this  example,  the  phrase  "to*  stupeion  elaio  bap- 
tisas,''  the  dative  of  element  with  the  verb  baptidzo  as  we  had 
in  Luke  iii,  16.  Will  Eld.  Ditzler  translate  this  ^*  sprinkled 
the  tow  with  the  oil,"  or  "poured  the  tow  with  the  oil"  as  he 
so  stoutly  insisted  the  similar  phrase  in  Luke  should  be  ren- 
dered ?  He  would  be  sent  to  the  foot  of  his  class  in  any 
third-rate  grammar  school  of  the  land.  His  theory  com- 
pels him  to  translate  this  "sprinkled  the  oil  en  the  tow,"  but 
cannot  make  the  text  read  %o— elaio  is  here  manifestly  the 
dative  of  element,  and  must  be  translated  in  oil.    He  cannot 
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parse  his  translation  by  the  rules  of  any  Greek  grammar  ever 
written.  He  has  shown  a  disposition  to  treat  my  canon 
lightly;  here  is  an  excellent  opportunity  to  explode  it  if  he 
can  do  it.  I  challenge  him  to  the  contest ;  now  let  him  accept 
my  challenge,  or  admit  my  position. 

I  leave,  here,  the  examination  of  classic  Greek  writers, 
having  given  you  a  few  out  of  the  eighty-six  similar  ones 
given  by  Conant  of  its  literal  use,  and  with  no  other  have  we 
to  do;  and  I  distinctly  challenge  Eld.  Ditzler  to  produce  a 
single  example  from  the  writings  of  any  Greek  author  in 
which  haptidzo  occurs  in  its  literal  sense  having  any  other 
meaning  than  "  to  immerse,"  "  to  dip,"  "  to  plunge,"  or  a 
kindred  meaning.  This  is  the  time  and  the  place  to  do  it. 
If  he  is  unable  to  do  it,  he  signally  fails  to  support  his 
*'  sprinkling,"  and  leaves  the  argument  with  me. 

[Replication.! 

I  shall  confine  myself  to  but  a  few  points  in  my  opponent's 
last  speech. 

1.  The  most  of  what  he  said  was  for  present  effect  with  the 
audience,  or  for  the  unthinking  and  credulous  who  may  read 
this  discussion.  All  thinking  men,  and  for  such  alone  I  speak, 
know  that  bold  assertions,  and  vehement  assertions,  unsup- 
ported by  reliable  evidence,  amount  to  nothing.  He  claims  that 
all  the  lexicons,  and  all  classic  writers,  and  all  critics  and  all 
the  learned  men,  are  with  him  and  against  immersion !  I  will 
test  these  statements,  each  and  several,  when  I  reach  the  lexi- 
cons to-morrow,  in  the  due  course  of  the  debate,  and  as  for 
his  "grand  old  Syriac  Version,"  we  will  see  of  what  force  it  is, 
and  whose  cause  that  force  is  in  favor  of — when  I  reach  my 
argument  from  Ancient  Versions.  Elder  D.  can  afford,  it 
seems,  to  repeat  himself  daily,  and  in  each  speech,  over  and 
over,  but  I  cannot,  nor  do  I  intend  he  shall  force  me  to  repeat 
more  than  I  think  will  give  due  emphasis  to  some  facts. 
As  often  as  he  claims  all,  or  any  lexicon  in  support  of  sprinkling 
as  a  proper  or  primary  meaning  of  baptidzoj  I  can  properly, 
as  nov^,  challenge  him  to  produce  one  that  does  so,  giving  us 
the  text  of  his  author.    He  has  not,  after  so  many  challenges. 
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produced  one,  he  will  not,  for  he  cannot.  We  are  now 
iniug  the  use  of  baptidzo  by  Qreek  writers,  and  I  can  properly 
challenge  him  to  produce  one  who  manifestly  uses  baptidzo  in 
its  physical,  literal  signification,  in  the  sense  of  to  sprinkle 
upon.  He  has  not  done  so — he  cannot,  and  will  not,  but 
seek  to  mislead  you  from  the  main  to  side  iasaes,  as  he  has 
from  the  first. 

But  to  the  special  points. 

1.  He  says  that  the  commission  is  in  figurative  language, 
*'  very  much  so  !  "  No  sentence  is  figwrative  unless  it  con- 
tains a  figure  of  speech.  No  man  ever  found  a  figure  in  the 
commission — he  cannot  do  so,  and  therefore  he  mistakes  as 
to  a  plain  matter  of  &ct  here. 

The  Savior  clearly  told  them  whom  to  baptize — antouB — 
them — i.  c,  the  disciples — ^they  made  in  obeying  hb  command 
to  matheteumte — make  disciples.  W  hat  figure  here  ?  That,  lit- 
erally, you  cannot  sprinlde  or  pour  a  living  being  or  a  solid 
substance,  but  that  whenever  a  noun  denoting  a  person,  or 
indivisible  object,  the  preposition  on  or  upon  must  be  expressed 
or  understood. 

2.  That  he  affects  to  despise  my  canon,  and  attempts  to 
escape  its  force  by  ridicule — it  is  A.  Campbell's — ^it  is  ridicu- 
lous— a  "  thin  conceit" — surrendered  long  ago  by  immer- 
sioiiists  in  Kentucky,  etc.  All  this  sort  of  talk,  with  no 
evidence  produced  to  overthrow  it,  amounts  to  nothing,  but  is 
proof  that  he  feeh  the  force  of  the  canon. 

The    principle    on   which   this  canon   is  based,  has  been 

known  to  all  scholars  in  all  ages,  for  it  inheres  in  the  very 

signification  of  the  words  themselves.    Dr.  Gteo.  Campbell, 

who  wrote  before  A.  Campbell  was  bom,  recognised  it,  in  this 

statement : 

**  The  word  bapHam,  both  in  sacred  aothon  and  in  dasirfoal,  sjgniftns  to 
dipf  to  plunge,  to  immerse.    Had  baptidMo  been  employed  in  the  sanse 
of  rainoy  to  sprinkle  ( which  as  as  flEU*  as  I  know  it  never  is,  in  way 
sacred  or  clasBical),  the  expression  would  douMeee  ham  been^  ^ I  ncDBKD  BAF- 

TIZE  WATER  UPON  YOU." 

I  am,  perhaps  bringing  it  out,  illustrating  and  making  it 
more  prominent  in  this  debate  than  any  one  before  me  has  done, 
and  it  is  because  it  is  a  putting  the  matter  in  a  way  that  the  com- 
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moQ  people  can  nnderetand  it,  and  with  this  argument  alone 
they  can  Buccesstally  meet  my  opponent  or  any  other  sprinkler, 
and  refute  them. 

I  suppose  it  was  surrendered  by  the  immersionists  of  Ken- 
tucky the  day  they  surrendered  the  State  to  Elder  D.,  furled 
their  banners,  and  laid  down  their  arms  at  his  victorious  feet 
— never  before.  I  wish  him  to  know,  that  Tennessee  immer- 
sioniflts  have  not  surrendered  it,  nor  are  they  ashamed  of  it 

To  his  profound  remark  that  ''there  are  verbs  that  take  two 
accusatives,"  I  bow  with  the  utmost  deference;  but  what  it 
has  to  do  in  refuting  my  cause,  I  do  not  imagine !  Does  he 
mean  that  the  verbs  in  question — sprinkle,  to  pour — take  two 
accusatives  without  a  preposition  expressed  or  understood? 
Of  what  pertinency  his  remark,  if  he  did  not  mean  this — or  if 
he  did  ? 

I,  nor  any  other  man,  ever  held  that  nouns  without  a  prepo- 
sition conld  not  be  the  direct  objects  of  the  verbs — ^to  wet,  to 
moisten,  to  stain,  to  color,  etc., — but  I  do  deny  that  any  verb, 
whose  proper  meaning  is  to  sprinkle  or  to  pour,  means 
primarily  to  color,  to  stain — or  that  any  verb  denoting  to  scat- 
ter, to  sprinkle,  to  diftuse,  to  pour,  can  literally  and  without 
an  ellipse,  take  an  indivisible  noun — as  a  person — for  its  direct 
object  without  a  preposition  being  expressed  or  understood. 

He  has  referred  to  passages  in  the  Old  and  New  Testaments, 
to  sustain  him,  and,  therefore,  I  propose  here  to  examine 
them,  and  to  show  you  that  the  Holy  Spirit,  in  inditing  the 
Word  of  God,  honors  my  canon. 

1.  The  first  place  in  which  sprinkle  is  used,  taking  a  person 
?s  a  direct  object,  is  in  Lev.  xiv,  7:  "And  he.shall  sprinkle,  ai, 
upon  him  that  is  cleansed,"  etc. 

2.  The  next  place  is  Lev.  xiv,  51 :  "And  he  shall  sprinkle, 
(d,  upon  the  house  seven  times."  Our  English  translators  did 
not  translate  this  preposition,  but  the  Holy  Spirit  put  it  there, 
in  the  original — for  He  was  giving  a  law,  and  it  must  be  ex- 
pressed in  literal,  not  figurative,  terms. 

3.  The  thitd  time  it  is  used  is  in  Lev.  xvi^  14 :  "And  he 
shall  taka  the  blood  of  the  bullock  and  sprinkle  with  his  finger. 
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aZ,  upon  the  mercy- seat  eastward,"  etc.  In  this  case,  there 
could  have  been  no  mistake  had  it  read,  sprinkle  the  mercy- 
seat,  and  according  to  the  rules  governing  figures,  an  ellipsis 
might  have  been  employed,  but  the  Holy  Spirit  was  giving  a 
law, 

4.  The  fourth  case  occurs  in  Numbers  xix,  18 :  "  Take  his 
sop  and  dip  it  in  the  water,  and  sprinkle,  aly  upon  the  tent, 
and,  oZ,  upon  him  that  touched  a  bone,"  etc. 

5.  The  fifth,  is  the  13th  verse :  "  The  water  of  separation 
was  not  sprinkled,  oZ,  upon  him." 

6.  The  sixth  instance  is  in  the  19th  verse :  "  Shall  sprinkle 
it,  (Uy  on  him." 

These  show  that  the  preposition  following  such  verbs,  be- 
fore indivisible  objects,  is  expressed  in  the  Hebrew  generally, 
as  it  is  in  the  Syriac  and  Qreek  versions  of  it  He  instances 
one  case  in  New  Testament  Greek,  Heb.  ix,  10 :  "  He  sprinkled 
the  book  and  the  people,"  etc.,  which  is  clearly  an  example  of 
an  ellipsis,  but  if  he  will  but  open  his  "grand  old  Syriac,"  he 
will  to  his  amazement  find  oZ,  upon  the  book,  as  it  is  in  the 
Hebrew  to  which  it  refers. 

What  though  Origen  and  Basil  did  say  the  altar  was  im- 
mersed, they  manifestly  used  the  term  tropically^  indicating 
the  effectj  rather  than  the  act  by  which  it  was  produced.  But 
by  what  right  does  he  say  that  David  baptized  his  couch  with 
his  tears,  and  that  Mary  baptized  the  Savior's  feet  with  her 
tears?  The  Holy  Spirit  does  not  say  so,  in  either  place,  nor 
does  He  use,  in  either  case,  a  verb  that  is  used  in  connection 
with  baptism!  It  is  brecho — to  wet — in  both  cases!  He  has 
no  right  under  heaven  to  translate  that  word  baptize^  and  I 
must  say  I  scorn  the  motive  that  prompts  him  to  use  it  in 
these  cases. 

On  the  Definition  of  Words. 

I  may  as  well  here  as  in  my  next  argument,  say  what  I  have 
to  say  touching  the  true  and  real  definitions  of  words.  I  am 
convinced  that  my  opponent  has  no  clear  idea  of  what  consti- 
tutes the  real  or  literal  definition  of  words,  or,  he  has  the  past 
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three  days  intentionally  sought  to  confuse  your  minds  as  to 
what  they  are. 

He  has,  as  you  all  know,  in  every  speech  he  has  made,  as  in 
his  last,  blended  and  confounded  the  figurative  with  the  literal 
and  proper  meanings  of  verbs.  He  has,  in  every  speech, 
quoted  the  remotest  figurative  meanings  of  verbs,  given  by  his 
lexicons,  and  stoutly  asserted  that  these  were  as  truly  real 
meanings  as  those  given  as  the  primary  significations.  You 
have  just  heard  him  claim  that  "to  soak  in  liquor,"  "to  in- 
toxicate," "to  drown,"  "to  puzzle  or  perplex  with  a  multi- 
tude of  questions,"  are  each  and  all,  real  definitions  of  baptidzo/' 
I  affirm,  most  emphatically,  that  they  are  not  proper  defini- 
tions at  all,  and  he  ought  to  know  it,  or  knowing  it,  he  cares 
little  for  his  reputation  for  candor  or  scholarship,  to  stand 
here  and  affirm  they  are. 

I  am  determined  that  you  shall  not  be  confused  and  mislead 
by  his  assertions,  unless  you  are  more  than  willing  to  be. 

What  is  the  definition  of  a  definition  ?  In  other  words, 
what  are  you  to  understand  by  sl proper  definition  of  words? 
The  Rules  of  Interpreting  language,  which,  at  the  outstart, 
we  mutually  endorsed,  tell  us  what  it  is.  It  is  not  any  ideal 
or  fanciful  meaning  that  poets  or  orators  may  give  it.  Nor 
can  a  figure  of  speech  be  considered  a  real  definition  of  any 
term. 

What  say  the  Rules  ? 

L  Every  word  must  have  some  epeciftc  idea  or  notion,  which  we  call 
meaning.    Were  not  this  so,  words  would  be  meaningless  and  useless. 

n.  The  literaly  which  is  also  called  the  grammatical  sense  of  a  word,  is 
the  sense  so  connected  with  it  that  it  is  first  in  order,  and  is  spontaneously 
presented  to  the  mind  as  soon  as  the  sound  is  heard.  This  meaning  is 
always  (save  in  one  lexicon,  i,  6.,  Stokius')  placed  first  in  the  lexicons,  and 
is  known  as  the  primary  meaning. 

m.  "The  prdcaby  ob  litebaIj  meaning  is  the  only  true  one." 
—ErnesU^  p.  14> 

Ernesti  quotes  Morns  in  support  of  this : 

"There  can  be  no  certainty  at  aU  in  respect  to  the  interpretation  of  any 
passage,  unless  a  kind  of  necessity  compels  us  to  aflSx  a  particular  sense  to 
a  word:  which  sense,  as  I  have  before  said,  must  be  one;  and  unless  there 
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are  special  reasons  for  a  tropical  (or  seoondazy)  meaning,  it  icuar  bb 
LITERAL  sense,"  i,  e.,  the  primary. 

I  therefore  lay  down  this  canon,  strange,  though  it  may 
sound  to  my  opponent,  and  though  never  before  developed  in 
discussion. 

From  THE  PHT8IGAL  USB  OF  WORDS  ALONB,  AND  NOT  FRQ^ 
THEIR  FIGURATIVB,  OAJT  WB  LBARK  THBIR  RBAL  AND  PROPER 
MEANINGS. 

To  claim  that  the  figurative  use  and  meanings  of  words  are 
their  proper  and  true  ones,  would  be  to  confound  all  language, 
and  any  sentence  or  law  could  be  construed  to  mean  what  the 
fancy  of  men  might  suggest. 

Let  us  notice  how  secondary  meanings  originate  by  fiffures  of 

speech. 

1.  By  Synecdoche^  in  which  a  part  is  put  for  the  whole,  or 
vice  verm — e.  g.^  "  The  baptism  of  John,'*  Acts  xix,  14,  put 
for  the  preaching  or  ministry  of  John — ^but  is  preaching  or 
ministry,  therefore,  a  definition  of  baptism  ? 

2.  By  Metanomyj  in  which  one  tiling  is  put  for  another — as 
effect, for  cause, the  container  for  that  which  is  contained, etc^ 
etc. — e.  g.,  when  speaking  of  a  person  we  say  '^  baptized  in 
tears,"  immersed  in  ills  and  woes,  overwhelmed  with  taxation, 
buried,  immersed  in  his  books,  etc.  But  who  will  say  that  to 
cry  is  a  proper  signification  of  to  baptize  f  or  to  tax  heavily,  of 
the  verb  overwhelm  ?  or  to  study  diligently,  of  the  verb 
immeraef 

3.  By  Hyperbole^  which  expresses  ^much  more  or  less  than 
the  truth — ^David  "bathed  his  couch  with  his  tears"— caused 
his  "bed  to  swim  with  tears" — the  frog  dyed  all  the  lake  with 
his  blood — he  was  dipped  or  immersed  in  dew;  he  baptixed 
the  nations  in  blood  and  carnage. 

If  then,  wo  may  not  learn  the  real  meaning  of  words  from 
their  tropical  uses,  then  their  figurative  or  metaphorical  defi- 
nitions, which  are  always  placed  as  a  secondary  meaning  in 
the  lexicons,  are  not  the  real  and  literal  meanings,  and  we 
should  not  look  for  the  real  and  true  among  the  figurative 
uses  of  a  word. 
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Now,  by  this  canon  I  shall  be  governed  in  this  discussion. 
I  charge  my  opponent  before  the  world  and  the  republic  of 
letters,  that  he  has,  from  his  first  to  his  last  speech,  claimed 
and  asserted  that  the  figurative  definitions  of  baptidzo  in  the 
lexicons  are,equally  with  the  primary,  real  definitions,  and, 
judging  from  his  practice,  superior,  and  to  be*  preferred  to  the 
primary,  for  he  uses  them  altogether  to  the  neglect  of  the 
primary. 

I  emphatically  deny  that  any  of  the  meanings  of  baptidzo 
that  he  has  brought  forward  in  this  debate  are  real  meanings 
of  the  verb  at  all ;  and  in  the  estimation  of  all  scholars  and 
intelligent  thinking  persons  he  should  surrender  the  whole 
question,  unless  he  comes  to  the  front  with  the  primary  or 
real  definitions  of  the  verb. 

I  was  expecting  that  my  opponent  would  have  conducted 
this  debate  on  his  part  upon  true,  scientific,  logical  and 
philological  principles,  but  thus  far  he  persistently  and 
proudly  refuses  to  recognize  them,  and  even  charges  such  men 
as  Prof.  Moses  Stuart,  of  Andover,  the  recognized  scholar  of 
the  Congregationalists,  in  his  day,  with  "impiricism ! "  His 
speeches  and  replies  are  marked  with  the  utter  want  of  method, 
induction  or  logic. — [Time  out 


220  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 


DR.  DITZLER'S  TENTH  REPI,Y. 

On  Dr.  Conant's  statements  that  he  had  exhausted  the  use  of 
baptidzo  &c.,  in  the  Greek — ^given  every  occurrence  of  it  in  all 
the  ancient  Greek  writers  up  to  the  10th  century  Ac,  we  refer 
you  to  his  omij^sion  of  it  in  Origen's  baptism  of  the  altar. 
Basil's  account  of  it,  Clemens  Alexandrinus'  words — ^'Hhe 
Jews  daily  baptize  on  a  conch,"  all  yet  to  be  detailed,  and 
Ensebins'  citation  from  Clemens  Alex,  where  John,  the  Apos- 
tle, met  the  backslider,  who  was*'baptized,  asit  were,  asecond 
time  with  tears."  .  These  are  my  important  omissions,  all  being 
Greek  writers  of  the  early  centuries  of  the  Christian  era,  190, 
215,  etc. 

But  Dr.  G.  thinks  baptulzo  does  mean  to  dip — applies  to  such 
act  as  they  perform  in  baptizing.  We  emphatically  assert  that 
not  a  place  in  ancient  Greek — classic  Greek,  can  be  found 
where  baptidzo  applies  to  any  such  act,  or  means  to  dip.  He 
cites  examples  out  of  Conant,  22, 26,  25, 39, 69,  70, 86,  to  show 
that  living  objects  are  irMiurscd  yet  do  not  perish,  as  well  as 
that  baptidzo  h  to  dip ^  put  under  and  withdraw  immediately. 
Xow  let  us  examine  these,  the  strongest  supports  they  have, 
and  if  they  fail  to  give  dip,  his  cause  is  gone  forever,  while  if 
they  did^  it  shows  it  is  the  rarest  of  all  meanings. 

I  take  them  as  thoy  come  in  Conant,  as  given  by  Dr.  G. 
He  cited  No.  2  fii'st,  I  believe.  The  ship  here  he  says  ^^being 
submerged ^  [baptidzomena — baptized)  became  filled  with  sea- water 
and  with  oo;j/i/6f*bw."  Whence  arose  the  confusion  ?  Was  it 
not  the  confusion  of  men  on  the  ship  baptized?  Now  if  the 
ship  was  "  submerged,"  wholly  under  the  water,  how  coald 
men  remain  on  it  and  exhibit  confusion?  Evidently  the  d^p 
foas  not  submerged,  but  only  baptized  with  waves  leapidgmM 
it.  And  if  they  were  "filled  with  searwater,"  dSd 
— ^go  down  forever?  We  freely  admit  that 
Polybius,  Plutarch,  4;c.,  it  sometimes  mean' 
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No  vessel,  ship  over  survived  on  earth  at  sea,  becoming  ^^JiUed 
with  sea-water."    This,  then,  perfectly  sustains  our  position. 

His  second  case  is  in  late,  iron  age  Greek,  Josephus,  where 
on  the  sea  of  Galilee,  a  very  tempestuous  little  sea,  the  Jews 
"were  submerged  (baptized)  along  with  their  vessels."  Now 
if  their  vessels  wmtdown^  were  submerged,  they  perished,  man 
and  vessels.  He  adds:  "And  those  of  the  SMfc/w^r^red  (baptized) 
who  raised  their  heads,  either  a  missile  reached  or  a  vessel 
overtook,"  Conant*s  rendering  p.  10.  But  Conant's  rendering 
is  a  false  rendering.  He  renders  it  as  if  it  was  an  active  verb, 
indicative  mood — they  raised  their  heads  after  being  ''sub- 
merged." It  is  most  outrageous.  It  is  a  participle — Urns  ana- 
neiumtaSj  the  heads,  it  implies  the  elevation  of  all  the  part  of 
a  man's  shoulder  as  well  as  head,  that  a  swimmer  has  above 
water — "their  heads  being  elevated."  Hence  it  reads;  The 
heads  [and  of  course  part  of  the  shoulder]  of  those  baptized 
being  elevated,  etc."  Now  "the  heads  of  those  submerged" 
cannot  be  elevated  above  the  water  when  the  whole  is  submerged. 
So  his  test  texts  refute  his  position.  No.  25  is  in  doubt  as  to 
correctness  of  the  Greek,  hence  can't  decide  a  doubtful  point, 
since  two  doubts  do  not  clear  away  a  third  doubt.  "The  sol- 
diers baptized  themselves  {ek)  ow^o/ great  wine  cups,  etc."  So 
tar  from  this  being  dip  in,  it  is  baptize  out  of,  (ek  pithon  megaton,) 
They  became  drunky  baptized,  as  Plato  and  others  use  haptidzo 
for  "make  drunk;"  they  did  so  [eA]  out  of,  not  in  the  "wine- 
jars,  etc."  There  is  no  dip  here.  Soldiers  do  not  hesitate  to 
drink  out  of  cups  or  wine-jars  with  the  mouth  we  know.  In 
Aristophanes  it  occurs  once.  It  is  metaphorically  for  aspe^- 
ing,  abusing,  pouring  abuse  upon  the  stewards,  baptizing  them 
with  abuse.  We  use  asperse,  foul  aspersion,  torrent  of  abuse, 
poar  abuse  upon,  for  this  very  act  here  described  by  haptidzo. 
He  fedls  still  to  even  jar  our  position. 

He  next  introduces  example  39,  p.  18  of  Conant.  ^f  And 
already  becoming  immersed  [^baptized']  and  wanting  little  of 
jMURjf,  eome  of  the  pirates  at  first  attempted  to  leave,  and 
nl  tbowd  of  tibeir  own  bark."  A  '^  storm  "  up — pirates  seize 
Z..^,^jK  .AA-iii A  Tav8,  "becoming  immersed" — that  is 

ised.    Now  how  could  the  ves- 
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sel  be  clear  under,  as  you  immerse  men,  when  it  adds:  ^^and 
tmnting  little  of  sinkinff — ^being  immersed f^^  It  readfl  thus: 
*'  But  being  already  baptized  [u  e,  with  waves  leaping  upon 
it — affusion]  and  wanting  little  of  being  immersko — more  literally 
— wanting  little  of  immerding — sinking — some  of  the  pirates," 
etc.  Here  then,  1.  though  baptized,  the  vessel  was  not  tm^ 
mersed.  2.  The  vessel  was  baptized,  yet  ^^%ome  of  the  pirates 
— not  aU — were  attempting  to  leaveJ*  Now  can  that  be  said  of 
a  vessel  "  alrexxdy  immersed,*^  K  all  the  vessel  was  under  water, 
how  could  some  of  the  pirates  be  attempting  to  leave  it?  They 
would  be  either  under  water  with  it,  else  left  floating  when  it 
had  sunk.  But,  8.  It  does  not  say  all  or  a  part  had  deserted 
the  vessel.  ^^  At  first " — while  it  was  baptized — ^'^some  attempted 
to  leave — by  little  boats  no  doubt — and  to  get  aboard  their  own 
bark."  Thus  all  the  facts  show,  and  the  very  words  show  that 
baptidzo  here  does  not  immerse  the  vessel.  It  ^^  still  wanted 
a  little  of  immersing — katadunai"  N.  63,  p.  83,  comes  nearer 
than  any  Greek  sentence  in  iron  age  Greek  of  supporting 
dip  as  a  meaning  of  baptidzo.  If  it  does,  it  is  the  only  place 
in.  all  the  Greek  knovm  to  man  where  it  means  dip — the  fiery 
meaning  you  want — Carson  saying  it  "always  means  to 
dip,"  and  A.  Campbell,  "wherever  you  find  bap — ^the  stem 
syllable — there  you  find  <it/>." 

Ist.  Then,  there  is  no  reliability  in  the  Greek  text  of  Jose- 
phus  here.  It  has  been  tampered  with  badly  by  immersionist 
editors  for  centuries.     See  Conant,  88  even. 

2d.  It  reads  very  differently  en  this  very  point  in  different  edi- 
tions. Hence  all  is  in  doubt  about  it.  The  truest  reading,  the 
recognized  one  is :  "  and  baptizing  a  little  of  the  ashes  of  it — 
the  burnt  heifer — ^in  water — that  is,  pouring  a  little  of  the 
ashes  into  a  fountain  of  water  (m  aquam-baptisantts)  "^  "^  *  eis 
paegaen,  they  sprinkled,"  etc.  There  is  no  dip  here,  it  is 
rather  the  reverse;  a  little  of  the  ashes  was  cast  or  poured 
into  water.  Conant  adopts  a  false  reading:  ^^ suggested  by 
Bonfrer,  on  Num.  xix,"  where  he  thinks  there  was  "  an  error 
in  copying."  In  a  word,  a  couple  of  immersionists  make  a 
verso  of  Greek  of  their  own,  that  is,  etymologically,  and 
properly  contrary  to  every  use  of  it  known,  and  by  it  support 
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dipy  as  if  Josephus  were  the  author!    And  tfi^t  is  the  best  they 
can  do  for  their  mode  of  baptism ! 

The  other  two  cases  are  square  against  them.  The  one  ( 70 ) 
in  Conant,  baptize  the  Egyptian  blister  plaster,  now  substituted 
by  a  pessary  vastly  difierent  in  material,  shape  and  purpose, 
in  or  with  "  the  milk  of  a  woman,"  ( es  gala  gunaikoa.)  Case 
71 — the  mass  of  iron  drawn  by  the  smiths  red-hot  from  the 
furnace,  is  baptized  with  water — kudatiabaptidzetaL    Now, 

1st.  It  is  a  red-hot  rruiss  of  iron  from  the  fiimace.  Such  is 
never  plunged  into  water,  it  would  throw  every  drop  out  of 
the  tub  and  scald  the  smiths. 

2d.  It  is  a  TTMSS  of  red-hot  iron,  so  large  that  smiths  [plural 
in  Greek]  have  to  handle  it.  Such  a  "mass  drawn  red-hot 
out  of  the  fiirnace"  is  never  plunged  into  water. 

8d.  It  reads  baptized  [^hydaW]  i^^iYA  water,  dative  of  instru- 
ment, not  eis  hudor^  into  or  in  water. 

4th.  Smiths  always  sprinkle  or  lightly  pour  on  water  to 
temper  down  a  large  mass  of  hot  iron.  "The  fiery  glow" 
thus  "quenched  with  water  [Ai^daft", again]  ceases."  There  is 
No  dip  in  baptidzo;  not  at  all. 

One  more  text  he  adduced — 86,  p.  42  in  Conant. 
"It  is  a  fictitious  work,  the  'writer  and  date  unknown.' '' — Conant, 
Conant  reads,  ^^  dipping  tow  in  oil."  Now  the  fox's  tail  was 
not  dipped  in  oil  [Mr.  D.  here  said  fox's  tail  for  toWy  tied  to 
its  tail — a  lapsus  linguae']  but  elaio  baptizas^  was  baptized  with 
(riL  Evidently  it  was  no  dipping.  Any  way,  it  is  not  allowable 
to  take  one  extremely  doubtful  text  as  to  meaning,  to  settle 
another  that  is  in  doubt.  It  was  simply  baptized  with  oil — 
dative  of  instrument,  no  en  even,  though  it  would  ijot  be 
proof,  as  even  en  eloio  often  occurs,  many  times,  where  the  oil 
WSLR  poured.  So  the  learned  gentleman  has  exhausted  his  skill 
after  he  took  days  and  nights  to  prepare  his  assault  on  my  first 
hour's  speech,  and  failed  utterly,  even  to  raise  a  clever  smoke 
or  cloud  of  dust. 

On  Soak. — Mell  and  Sophocles  hoth  use  it  for  baptidz  >.  *MeU  is  a  Bap- 
tist author  in  Gfa.,  and  President  of  a  college,  I  believe.  Conant  explains 
it  by  drench  and  "wma'."    Gale  l^  "  teirf  under."—  WaU,  11,  75. 
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Once  more  let  me  explain  to  you  the  difference  between  my 
position  and  the  old  school  of  authors. 

1.  No  one  of  them  ever  attempted  a  scientific  treatment  of 
this  question.  They  took  it  up  where  they  found  it  at  tlie 
close  of  the  dark  ages, 

2.  Not  one  of  them  ever  made  a  table  of  the  occurrences  of 
this  word  for  any  given  space  of  time,  not  to  say  of  its  earlier 
use  and  that  of  its  root,  bapto,  or  of  chronologic  order  as  to 
its  meanings,  hence  they  all  begin  and  end  their  citations  on  it 
from  the  latest  ages  of  Greek,  reversing  every  principle  of 
science  and  philology.     This  course  we  repudiate. 

3.  Nearly  all  authorities  claimed  by  the  Doctor  relied— 
those  Pedobaptists  we  mean — relied  on  two  things  as  settling 
its  philology.  1st.  That  Proselyte  Baptism  by  immersion,  as 
seen  in  Maimonides,  twelfth  century  after  Christ,  existed 
before  and  in  Paul's  day,  and  hence,  (2.)  that  Paul  alludes  to 
it  Rom.  vi,  4,  as  an  immersion,.  Instead  of  treating  the  qnes- 
tion  scientifically,  they  assume  that  to  be  a  definition  as  Dr. 
Graves  does.  By  the  same  course,  and  far  more  consistently, 
we  can  assume  that  seven  authorities  define  it  pour,  the 
four  Evangelists,  the  Harbinger,  Peter  and  Christ  This  is 
ignoring  science  and  philology.  We  believe  it  ^hows  how  it 
was  understood  then,  where  they  expressly  call  this  ponring 
of  the  Spirit  baptizing;  but  we  have  never  called  it  in  on 
treating  of  the  philology  of  the  word. 

4.  All  these  authorities  sustain  sprinkle.  They  hold  it  and 
pouring  to  have  been  the  main  modes  in  apostolic  history. 
Vossius,  Suicer,  Witsius,  Beza,  all  of  whose  works  I  have; 
all  these  old  philologists;  all  copying  each  other  with  hardly 
a  variation  through  centuries;  all  moving  in  each  othert 
tracks,  all  hold  that  baptidzo  applied  to  sprinklings  and  pour- 
ings. Take  the  strongest  of  them,  Beza  and  Suicer,  who  have 
been  quoted  even  as  out  and  out  immersionists.  Here  isBeza, 
whose  old  folio  work  you  see  in  my  hand,  over  three  hundred 
years  old — Suicer's  folio.  Vol.  i.  Also  Dr.  Graves'  quotation 
from  Judd,  makes  Beza  depose  thus:  **Beza,  after  stating 
that  baptidzo  properly  means  to  immerse,  and  never  to  wash, 
except  as  a  consequence  of  immersion  [he  says  no  such  thing] 


Mode  of  Baptism.  225 

s,  Nee  alia  est,  etc.,  nor  does  the  signification  of  amady  which 
I  Syrians  use  for  baptize  differ  at  all  from  this. — See  Beza's 
mat  in  Marc.  7,  4,  etc." 

3ere  is  a  gross  perversion  and  misstatement  of  the  language 
1  meaning  of  Beza  both.     As  to  his  words : 

L.  Beza's  words  are,  '*  Neither  indeed  does  baptidzdn  signify 
wash  except  by  consequence.  For  properly  it  is  to  im- 
rse/'  and  refera  to  Plutarch,  etc.,  and  refers  to  Miftthew 
11,  for  his  fuller  statement,  where  Judd  alone  finds  his 
tement  on  amad  not  here.  There  Beza  says:  "But  bap- 
lein  means  to  wet,  moisten,  to  plunge.*'  Then  he  says:^ 
Feither  is  there  any  other  meaning  to  amad^  etc."  lie  then 
^8  it  answers  to  tabhal  rather  than  rachatSy  that  is  pri- 
irily.  Yet  he  renders  it  lavo^  wash,  in  a  number  of  places. 
U,  then,  is  Beza's  meaning: 

L.  baptidzoy  in  classic  usage,  is  to  moisten,  plunge.  Its  root, 
yiOy  to  dye,  immersing. 

2.  It  means  to  wash,  therefore,  as  a  consequence.    But, 

}.  It  then  came  to  apply  to  washings  by  pouring,  etc. 

PROOP. 

On  Acts  i,  5,  "  John  indeed  baptized  with  water,"  etc.,  Beza 
rs:  "there  is  a  double  antithesis,  when,  from  the  one 
'ather]  emanated  the  Holy  Spirit,  the  other  [this  antithesis] 
OF  THE  WATER  POURED  BY  JoHN  and  of  the  Iloly  Spirit  full- 
l  upon  the  apostles,  which  mission  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and 
QRING  [of  the  water]  is  called  baptism.^'  This  shows  what 
!za  meant.  He  refers  to  Acts  x,  and  other  places  where  the 
ne  practice  was  followed. 

W0LFIU8. — The  great  John  A.  Wolfius,  curae  Philo.  et  crit. 
£d«,  1739,  Vol.  1.  p.  658  in  Lok.  xi.  38,  says : 

"  And  this  is  one  place  in  the  New  Testament  where  the  verb 
tptidzo)  means  washing,  done  by  sprinkling — (i»persv/ne 
HamJ^    To  this  agrees  Deylingius. 

BuiCER*  is  held  bv  eminent  scholars  as  the  ablest  and  mont 
luable  lexicon  [The<»auru«]  ever  written  for  the  iuterpreta- 

»  TheMUinw  F>Hf^.  ?:.  Pat.     r;ni'^'i-,  2  vol*.  foUo,  1728. 

15 
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tioQ  of  New  Testament  words.  So  thinks  Dr.  Smith.  He  is 
always  quoted  for  immersion  by  iramersionists.  After  telling 
us  the  ancient  lexicons.  Glosses,  etc.,  define  bapto  tOimoisten, 
wet,  he  giving  it  immerse,  etc.,  he  thus  defines  baptidzo.  ^^  It  is 
more  than  to  swim— less  than  immerse"-^  e.,  dunai^iuis:] 
which,  he  thinks  always  has  the  effect  [cfunot]  of  sending  to 
the  bottom.f  Then :  ^^3ut  because  anything  is  accustomed 
to  b%  plunged  in  water  that  it  may  be  washed  or  cleansed ; 
hence  it  occurs  as  tubal  in  the  Hebrew,  which  the  LXX 
translate  baptidzo  2.  Kings,  v.  14,  and  is  taken  for  rachatSy 
which  is  to  wash.  By  metathesis  to  baptidzein  is,  used  for  the 
same  [^lavare — toashj']  in  Greek,  as  Judith  xii.  8,  [7  Sarihc] 
xxxiv.  30 ;  Luke  xi,  88.  '^  Then  B.  2,  p.  688,  he  says,  showing 
his  idea  of  {^lavare']  wash,  ^^  the  thing  signified  is  represented 
by  immersion  or  sprinkling."! 

H.  WiTSius.— De  Oooen.  Foederum  Dei,  1685 :  He  admits  Jchn  and 
the  disdplee  practiced  immersion  in  Joim's  day,  ordinarily.  He  says 
bapto  and  haptidxo  mean  to  sink,  moisten  or  dip,  yet  (continues  he),  it  is 
not  to  be  supposed  that  immersion  is  thus  necessary  to  baptism,  since  it 
may  be  accomplished  t»y  pouring  or  sprinkling— (trf  perfunione  vel  tupermome 
rite  peragi  non 'poeeAt—aA  if  it  could  not  be  performed  by  perftision  or 
sprinkling,)  p.  S72.  He  then  urges  that  the  8000  on  Pentecost,  Cornelius^ 
etc.,  were  all  baptized,  "were  perfiised  or  sprinkled  with  the  wateiv-aqua 
perftisos  vel  adspersos,  quam  mersoeesse.''  While  he  grants  ''b(H[>tidzo 
properly  [dassically]  means  to  sink,  yet  it  is  used  more  generally  for  nery 
kind  of  purification. 

LiGHTFOOT.— 'The  word,  therefore,  bapOmmmM^  implied  to  all  these  (peo- 
ple, brazen  vessels,  beds,  etc.,  Mark  vii,  4,)  properly  and  strictly  is  not  to 
be  taken  of  dipping  or  plunging  [italics  At«],  but,  in  respect  of  some  things, 
of  washing  only,  and  in  respect,  of  others,  of  spbinkijkq  only."— JBotm 
Heb,  et  Tal.  ii,  419. 

Wesley's  Notes,  Mark  vii,  4.— 'The  Greek  word  (haptitimmu)  means 
indifferently  either  washing  or  sprinkling."  He  thinks  all  those  baptized 
by  John  were  by  aflbsion.  See  on  Matt  iii,  6,  and  that  Heb.  x,  22,  alluded 
to  ancient  manner  of  baptizing  by  sprinkling.    See  on  GoL  ii,  12. 

A.  CiiARKS.— "Were  the  people  dipped  or  sprinkled  ?  for  it  is  certain 
hapto  and  baptidzo  mean  both."    On  Matt  iii,  0. 

tSee  Vol.  1,  folio.  Vossius'  views  we  exposed,  wh^e  Drs.  Conant, 
Carson,  etc,  utterly  crush  this  conceit 

t  Quae  per  immersionem  aut  asperaionem. 
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LATEB  CbITIOS  fob  THfi  Learnisd. 

Stebb. — '  ^Baptidzo  oocuTB  frequently  in  the  sense  of  mere  washing. ' '  He 
supposes  at  times  they  may  have  becni  dipped,  when  otherwise  it  would  be 
by  sprinkling,  as  probably  on  the  day  of  Penteoost  Ldfcn  Jtau^  viii.  303, 
note. 

Now  here  you  see  how  those  old  philologists  talked.  We 
put  in  Stier  as  a  living  and  great  commentator  of  Germany  in 
the  present  age,  second  to  none. 

Olshaubbn  has  the  same  in  substance.  Baumoartbn,  Tho- 
LUCE,  Ebrabd,  Faibbaibn,  Alfobd,  all,  and  many  others,  too 
numerous  to  name,  of  the  greatest  scholars  of  the  present 
age,  all  support  this. 

Now  the  point  where  we  differ  is,  these  old  philologists 
knew  they  all  held  that  baptidzo  applied  to  affusions.  They 
saw  that.  They  saw  it  was  the  popular  mode  in  Apostolic 
times.  The  point  is,  they  accounted  for  the  philosophy  of  the 
word's  meaning  from  the  old  empirical  standpoint,  we  go 
solely  by  the  scientific  method.  We  hope  we  are  now  well 
understood.  We  have  shown  the  age  of  the  Syriac  version ; 
did  in  our  last  reply.  Those  fitcts  stand  in  the  record,  and 
will  never  be  met  Let  Dr.  Graves  answer  Dr.  Graves  and 
Dr.  Judd,  Walton,  Davidson,  Giles,  etc.,  etc.,  as  well  as  the 
whole  voice  and  testimony  of  the  Syriac  church. 

If  the  sacred  writers  had  desired  to  say  dip,  a  thorough  dip, 
they  had  two  words,  eupto,  kolumbao.  If  immerse,  they  had, 
ttUhkUoy  pcntidzoy  enduoy  katabontidzoy  kataduno ;  out  of  these 
it  was  easy  to  select  Yet  never  do  they  use  them.  The  im- 
mersion, dark  age  Greeks  used  several  of  those  words  often, 
over  and  again  when  they  wished  to  say  immerse.  Again  we 
have  the  old  canon,  sprinkle,  "scatter  in  drops"  theory.  Well 
that  is  the  best  he  can  do  to  keep  afloat  I  ought,  not  to  com- 
plain. We  have  seen  that  Moses  sprinkled  the  book,  the 
tabernacle,  the  people.  David  prayed,  in  Greek,  Latin  and 
Syriac  (P8.xli,  9),  it  reads :  "Sprinkle  me."  Solomon  :  "  I  have 
sprinkled  my  bed  with  myrrh,"  perfumed  in  James.  Herodotus 
says  the  priests  commanded  the  people  ranHdzeinty  to  sprinkle 
themselves."  Pindar  often,  as  all  Greeks,  uses  it  the  same 
way — ^bat  no,  says  Dr.  G.  it  is  not  so,  his  theory  requires  that 
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lame  crutch.  Philology,  lexicons,  authorities,  classics,  versions, 
fathers,  all,  all  desert  him — his  only  support  is  crazy  Ewing 
and  this  crotchet.  Why  verbs  compounded,  perfundoj  consper- 
go,  take  a  direct  accusative,  perfuse,  and  mean  to  stain,  bespat- 
ter, spot,  &c.,  and  defile.  The  good  Doctor  thinks  we  were  in 
a  blunder,  at  least  as  to  Wesley.  No,  no,  we  made  no  blander, 
not  at  all.  No  mistake  yet.  Now  sir,  we  appeal  to  this  audi- 
ence, to  our  immersion  friends,  what  have  they  to  stand  upon  ? 
You  see  we  have  all  the  &cts,  all  the  authorities,  all  science 
and  the  Bible  with  us,  what  can  you  do? — {_Time  out. 
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DR.  GRAVES'  ELEVENTH  SPEECH. 

Argument  From  the  Earliest  Greek  Fathers. 

Mb.  Prbsibbnt: — I  will  now  return  to  mj  argument  from 
the  Greek  Fathers. 

Cyril,  bishop  (pastor)  of  Jerusalem,  born  after  Christ  815, 
says : 

Instruction  III.  On  Baptism,  xii.  *'  For  as  Jesus,  assuming  the  sins  of 
the  world,  died,  that  having  slain  sin  he  might  raise  thee  up  in  righteous- 
ness ;  so  also  thou,  gohig  down  into  the  water,  and  in  a  manner  buried  in 
the  waters  as  he  in  the  rock,  art  raised  again,  walking  in  newness  of  life.'' 

The  same  writer,  Initiation  II.  On  the  Ceremonies  of  Baptism.  "  O 
strange  and  wonderful  transaction !  Not  tiiily  did  we  die,  nor  were  we 
truly  buried,  nor  truly  crucified  did  we  rise  again;  but  the  imitation  was 
in  a  similitude,  while  the  salvation  was  in  truth.  Christ  was  really  cni- 
clfted,  and  really  was  buried,  and  truly  rose  again ;  and  all  these  things 
have  been  graciously  imparted  to  us,  that  sharing  his  sufferings  in  imita- 
tion, we  might  in  truth  obtain  salvation.'' 

The  same  writer,  Initiation  V.  4,  "After  these  things,  ye  were  led  by  the 
hand  to  the  sacred  font  of  the  divine  immersion  (baptism),  as  Christ  from 
the  cross  to  the  prepared  tomb.  And  each  was  asked,  if  he  believes  in  the 
name  of  the  Fattier,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  And  ye  pro- 
fessed the  saving  profession,  and  sank  down  thrice  into  the  water,  and 
again  came  up.  And  there,  by  a  symbol,  shadowing  forth  the  burial  of 
Christ,  "etc. 

The  same  writer.  Instruction  VIII,  On  the  Holy  Sph-it  11. 14.  "For  the 
Lord  saith :  *Ye  shall  be  immersed  (baptized)  in  the  Holy  Spirit  not  many 
days  after  this."  Not  in  part  the  grace;  but  all  sufficing  the  power !  For 
as  he  who  sinks  down  in  the  water  and  is  immersed  (baptized)  is  sur- 
rounded on  all  sides  by  the  waters,  so  also  they  were  completely  immersed 
(baptized)  by  the  Sphit. " 

Though  thp  word  baptidzo  is  not  here  used  in  these  examples, 
the  act  of  baptism  is  unmistakably  declared  by  another  term, 
and  this  helps  us  to  understand  how  these  Fathers  understood 
those  passages  we  have  commented  upon,  "buried  with  him 
in  baptism,"  and  "  the  baptism  in  the  Spirit." 

Basil,  the  Great,  born  three  hundred  and  thirty  years  after 

Christ,  says : 
On  the  Holy  Spirit,  ch.  XV.  85.    "  Imitating  the  burial  of  Christ  l^  the 


230  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

immersion  (baptism)  for  the  bodies  of  those  immersed  (baptized)  are  as  it 
were  buried  in  the  water." 

Now,  substitute  either  sprinkling  or  pouring  for  baptismatas 
here  and  see  if  it  makes  sense.  ^^Imitating  the  burial  of  Christ 
by  the  gprinkling^  by  the  pouring^'  Read  on.  "For  the  bodies 
of  those  sprinkUdy  poured  (which  you  cannot  do)  are  as  it  were 
en  thaptetai  too  hudati  [buried,  sepulchred]  in  the  water."  Im- 
mersion alone  will  satisfy  the  sense,  and,  therefore,  it  is  the 
literal  meaning  of  baptidzo. 

The  same  writer,  in  the  same  passage,  a  few  lines  below. 
**The  water  presents  the  image  of  death,  reoeiving  tlie  body  as    in 
a  tomb." 

The  same  writer,  On  Baptism,  book  I.  ch,  1,  4,  ** Which  we  seem  to 
liave  covenanted  by  the  immersion  (baptism)  in  water,  professing  to  liavc 
been  crucified  with,  to  have  died  with,  to  have  been  buried  with,  and  so 
forth,  as  it  is  writt^i.'' 

All  can  see  what  the  early  Fathers  understood  the  design 
of  baptism  to  be,  viz.,  a  profession  on  the  part  of  the  subject 
that  he  had  been  crucified  with  Christ,  died  with  Christ,  buried 
and  risen  with  him  to  a  new  life;  and  so  they  imitate  these  acts 
in  their  baptism. 

Chrysostom,  born  A.  D.  849,  says: 

Comment  on  I  Cor.  DiscourseXL,  I.  ''For  to  be  immersed  (baptised) 
and  to  sink  down,  then  to  emerge,  is  a  symbol  of  the  descent  into  the  un- 
der-world, and  of  the  ascent  tronx  thence.  Therefore  Paul  calls  the  im- 
mersion (baptism)  the  tomb,  saying:  ''We  were  buried,  therefore,  with 
him  by  the  immersion  (baptism)  into  death.'' 

The  same  writer,  On  the  Qospel  of  John,  Discourse  XXV.  "  Divine 
symbols  are  therein  celebrated,  burial  and  deadness,  and  resurrection  and 
life.  And  all  these  take  place  together;  for  when  we  sink  down  in  the 
waters  as  in  a  kind  of  tomb,  the  new  man  comes  up  again." 

Ko  one  can  mistake  the  meaning  of  these  Greek  Fathers 
touching  the  design  of  Christian  baptism  or  their  use  of  the 
verb  baptidzo .  They  never  used  it  in  the  sense  of  "to  sprinkle/' 
or  "  to  pour,"  never.  Let  my  opponent  produce  one  instance^ 
just  one. 

TMtimony  of  the  Latin  Fathert. 

TertuUian,  who  was  born  about  fifty  years  after  the  death 
of  John,  thus  speaks  of  the  act  which  determines  what  they  un- 
derstood the  meaning  of  baptidzo  to  be. 
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Tertullian,  On  the  Resurrection  of  the  Body,  chapter  47. 
Quoting  Rom.  vi,  8,  says : 

^^An  i^noroHa  quod  quicunque  in  Ckruium  Jetum  imeH  tumua,  in  mortem  ^us 

''  Know  ye  not  that  so  many  of  us  as  were  immersed  into  Christ  Jesus, 
were  immened  into  his  death?" 

I  wish  you  all  to  notice  in  what  sense  Tertullian,  as  did  all 
the  ecclesiastical  fathers,  used  the  Latin  verb  tingOj  when  allud- 
ing to  baptism,  and  as  they  used  it,  all  lexicons,  when  defining 
baptidzo  by  tingOy  mean  the  selfsame  thing,  " to  immerse"  " to 
dip.''  You  will  see  that  Elder  Ditzler  will  translate  it  to 
^*  sprinkle  "  to  make  out  his  case.  Anciently,  and  when  refer- 
ing  to  the  Christian  rite,  it  never  means  ^^  sprinkle,"  as  each 
one  can  see  from  the  passages  in  which  it  stands;  itcorresponds 
with  the  Greek  verb  bapto^  which  primarily  always  means  "  to 
dip,'*  secondarily,  "  to  dye,"  since  dyeing  was  done  by  dipping. 

The  same  writer,  a  few  lines  below : 

^'Per  timulaerum  emm  morimur  in  haptismaU^  wiper  veritaUm  remurgvmua  in 
eame^  riaU  ei  Chriatua," 

*'For  by  an  image  we  die  in  baptism,  but  we  truly  rise  in  the  flesh,  as 
did  also  Christ" 

The  same  writer,  against  Praxeas,  chapter  26.  Speaking  of  the  Savior's 
command,  in  Mat  xxviii.  19,  he  says : 

^^Bt  noviaiime  tnandana  ut  Hnguereni  in  Pairem  ei  Filium  ei  Spiritum  aancium,^^ 

''And  last  of  all,  commanding  that  they  should  immerse  into  the  Father, 
and  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Spirit'' 

The  same  writer.  On  the  Soldier's  Crown,  chapter  8. 

^^Dthinc  ter  mergHamur^  ampliua  aliquid  reapondenie  quam  Dominua  in 
efumqelio  determinavii,^^ 

'Then  we  are  three  times  immersed,  anawerifig  aomewhai  more  than  the 
Lo  d preaeribed  in  the  qoapeU^ 

Mark  here,  that  while  Tertullian  admits  they  had  com- 
menced to  use  THREE  immersions,  he  himself  declares  that  it  is 
wittunU  Scriptural  authority;  and  he  is  the  first  one  who  mentions 
trine  immersion. 

The  same  writer,  On  Public  Shows,  chapter  4. 

"GW«  aquam  ingreaai  chriatianamjidem  in  legia  attaa  verba  proJUamur,*^ 

"When,  entering  into  the  water,  we  profess  the  Christian  fkith,  in  words 
of  his  own  law." 

All  will  see  that  they  not  only  entered  into  the  water,  but  in  this 

age  all  were  required  to  profess  their  personal  Mtb  in  ChxisL 
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Ambrose  was  bom  about  300  years  after  Christ,  and  he  thus 
alludes  to  the  act  of  baptism  : 

Ambroeey  On  the  Sacramento,  book  ii.  chapter  7. 

^^  Interrogatua  es:  OredUneinDaiMPairem  omn^ientewtf  DutUiij  Credo;  et 
tnersisiif  hoc  est,  nepuUua  e«." 

"  Thoa  wast  asked :  Dost  thou  believe  in  God  the  Fatiler  almi^ty  ? 
Thou  saidst,  I  believe ;  and  thou  didst  sink  down,  that  is,  wast  buried.'' 

The  same  Work,  book  ill.  cluster  L  1. 

*'  HesUmo  die  defonte  d'upuiavimue,  eujus  apeeies  veluti  qutudam  aepulchri 
forma  est;  in  quern  eredentes  in  Patrem  ei  Filium  et  Spiritwn  eanetwn,  reeipimur 
et  denterffimmr  et  awffimue,  hoe  estj  resuecitamur,^^ 

'*  Yesterday  we  discoursed  respecting  the  font,  whose  appearance  is>  as 
it  were,  a  form  of  sepulchre ;  into  which,  believing  in  the  Fatho',  and  the 
Bon,  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  we  are  received  and  subm^^ged,  and  rise,  that 
is,  are  restored  to  life." 

The  same  Work,  book  iii.  chapter  i,  2.  - 

**  £rgo  remrreetio  quid  estj  fiut  quando  de  morie  ad  witam  reswgitmisf  Sie  ergo 
it  in  baptiamote^  quoniam  similitmdo  mortis  estj  sine  dulno  dum  mergis  et  rsstayis^ 
similitudo  Jit  resurrectionis, ' ' 

*'What  then  is  a  resurrection,  except  when  we  rise  again  fh>m  death  to 
life?  80,  then,  also  in  baptism,  since  there  is  a  similitude  of  death,  with- 
out doubt,  whilst  thou  dost  sink  down  and  rise  again,  there  is  a  similitude 
of  the  resurrection." 

Jerome,  born  A.  D.,  831  says,  in  his  Comment,  on  the  Epistle 
to  the  Ephesians,  book  ii.  chapter  4,  on  chapter  iv.  5 : 

**  £t  ter  metgimurj  ut  Trinitatis  unuvt  appareat  sacramentum.*^ 

**An(l  thrice  we  are  immersed,  that  there  may  ai^)ear  one  sacrament  of 

the  Trinity." 

Alcuin,  born  A.  D.,  736,  to  the  brethren  at  Lyons,  in  epiatle 
xc.  speaking  of  the  Christian  rite  of  baptism,  he  says: 

^^Ut  vero  rogno8caiis  hvjtis  sacratishimi  myattrii  significatione,  juxta  smneto- 
rum  Patr^iui  inielligentiam  et  ttatuta  ecele^iastiea ^  xestrte  ekariiati  eodem  seterm- 
wtenta  catholica  inferpretmiicne  ostrudamj^ 

**  Tliat  you  may  know  the  things  signified  Isy  this  most  sacred  mystefy^ 
according  to  the  understanding  of  the  holy  lathers  and  the  statutes  of  the 
chureh,  1  will  show  to  your  love  the  same  sacraments,  with  the  cathoUe 
interpretation." 

After  a  full  description  and  explanation  of  the  preliminary 
ceremonies,  he  adds: 

'*  Et  sic  in  nomine  sanetae  Trintatis  irina  submerskme  hapUsmistrJ^ 
''And  so,  in  the  name  of  the  holy  Trinity^  he  k  baptiied  wltb  a  trine 
sahmenioii.'' 
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All  can  see  that  no  other  act  thati  immersion  will  answer 
the  design  of  baptism  as  observed  by  the  church  for  the  first 
eight  centuries  after  Christ. 

No  candid  man  can  question  how  the  church  usually  under- 
stood the  term  baptidzo  in  the  commissioii;  as  did  the  Qreeks, 
so  the  Latins;  all  understood  it  to  denote  an  immersion,  or  its 
equivalent. 

Replication. 

A  few  little  things  first  before  I  forget  them : 

1.  If  it  was  indeed  true,  which  he  takes  so  much  time  to 
assert,  and  closes  each  speech  with — i,  e.,  "  that  all  the  facts, 
all  the  authorities,  all  science,  and  the  Bible,  arfe  with  him  ;  " 
if  this  were  true,  would  he  not,  at  least,  deign  to  bring  some 
of  them  forward?  I  intreat  him  to  state  one,  just  one,  under 
each  head.  I  want  something  definite,  tangible  to  reply  to — this 
striking  at  thin  air  is  tiresome.  Bring  forward  just  one  passage 
in  the  New  Testament  referring  to  baptism  in  which  there  is  a 
word  that  the  Greeks  ever  used  in  the  signification  of  to  sprin- 
kle— the  primary  meaning  of  which  is  given,  to  sprinkle,  in  any 
Greek  lexicon.  This  would  be  a  delightful  fact  for  his  breth- 
ren to  contemplate.  Or  let  him  produce  one  standard  lexicon 
of  the  Greek  language  that  gives  either  to  sprinkle  or  to  pour 
upon  as  the  real  primary  and  literal  meaning  of  baptidzo.  That 
would  be  refreshing  indeed,  and  a  thousand  times  better  than 
my  friend's  bold  assertions.  Or,  let  him,  now,  while  we  are 
upon  the  subject,  produce  one  Greek  authority,  in  any  age, 
who  used  baptidzo  in  the  physical  sense  of  to  sprinkle  or  to 
pour.  I  doubt  not  that  he  could  procure  a  million  for  the 
example,  and  be  crowned  with  immortal  glory  by  his  friends. 

If  he  can  do  none  of  these  important  things,  will  he  pro- 
duce a  recognized  standard  authority  in  Germany  or  America 
who  endorses  the  new-born  philology,  presented  to  be  chris- 
tened in  this  discussion — i,  e.,  that  the  first  meanings  given 
by  the  lexicographers  of  all  languages  are  not  the  primary 
and  literal — but  the  first  definition  ever  given  to  a  word  in 
the  ages  of  ages  past  is  the  only  true  primary,  and  is  the 
meaning  we  should  give  the  word  to-day! 
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That  EllipticaUy,  in  EDglish,  and  in  other  languages,  to 
sprinkle  and  to  pour  do  sometimes  take  an  indivisible  noan 
without  a  preposition  expressed  is  true,  and  n&hat  I  have 
said,  but  I  do  say  that  when  not  expressed,  it  must  be  under- 
stood. Every  tyro  in  language  knows  this  to  be  a  fact,  so 
that  if  my  opponent  should  produce  a  dozen  examples,  instead 
of  his  two  or  three  examples,  which  forsake  him  on  examina^ 
tioD,  they  amount  to  nothing. 

David  did  indeed  pray,  "  sprinkle  me,''  but  why  did  he  stop 
short?  The  rest  is  with  hyssop,  ^^a  hyssop  branch  dipped  in 
the  water  of  purifioi^tion,  and  I  shall  be  clean."  Why  would 
be  not  give  you  the  whole  verse?  To  sprinkle  an  object  with 
fluid  is  something  quite  difierent  from  sprinkling  that  object 
itself.  It  is  also  true  that  Herodotus  says  the  priests  com- 
manded the  people  to  sprinkle  themselves.  But  why  does  he 
stop  short  again  ?  Sprinkle  themselves  with  what  ?  Will  he 
tell  us  ? 

There  never  was  a  command  given  to  people  on  this  earth 
to  sprinkle  themselves  with  no  other  qualifying  or  explanatory 
words.  It  is  with  something^  dust,  ashes  or  fluid.  This  canon 
is  no  thin  conceit  of  mine.  It  confronts  him  at  every  turn, 
and  he  can  find  no  enchantment  that  will  prevail  against  it, 
and  I  care  not  how  often  he  alludes  to  it.  I  wish  the  people 
of  this  whole  land  to  be  thoroughly  impressed  with  it.  I  will 
unite  with  him  in  submitting  the  question  to  the  Presidents, 
and  the  Professors  of  languages  in  every  college  in  the  United 
States,  and  agree  to  abide  by  their  decision.  I  will  restate 
my  position  in  the  form  of  a  universal  rule  of  all  languages. 

Before  all  nouns  denoting  persons  or  indivisible  things,  used 
as  direct  objects  of  the  verbs,  to  sprinkle,  to  pour,  etc.,  there 
must  be  the  preposition,  on  or  upon,  expressed  or  under- 
stood. 

He  brings  forward  several  pedobaptists  to  testify  as  parti- 
sans, rather  than  scholars,  that  they  think,  while  it  is  true 
John,  Christ  and  his  disciples  practiced  immersion,  yet  it  is 
not  in  all  cases  necessary,  etc.  But  who  told  them  it  is  not 
necessary  ?  It  is  a  question  of  fact  we  are  settling,  and  these 
very  witnesses  establish  that ! 
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He  BO  garbles  the  few  authorities  he  produced  in  his  last 
speech  that  it  is  impossible  to  determine  what  they  do  say. 
Wesley  and  A.  Clarke  wrote  in  English,  why  will  he  not 
quote  full  sentences  from  them  ? 

That  Witsius  is  not  &irly  presented  is  evident  from  the 
few  words  of  Latin  Elder  D.  submits.  For  aught  I  know 
Witsius  says,  and  he  certainly  is  more  likely  to  have  said,  after 
affirming  as  he  does,  that  bapto  and  bapUdzo  mean  to  dip,  to 
immerse— (I  have  never  seen  where  he  says  to  moisten)  that 
it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  immersion  is  thus  necessary  to 
baptism,  since  it  may  be  accomplished  by  pouring  or  sprink- 
ling. Eld.  D.  quotes  these  words  as  implying  this :  ''ut  perfu^ 
siojie  vd  aspersione  rite  peraginonposgit"  ^nd  translates  it  "as 
if  it  could  not  be  performed  by  perfusion  or  sprinkling.'' 
The  Latin  as  it  stands  does  not  read  thus,  ut  never  means  "as  if," 
but  "  that,"  "  so  that."  Then  it  read,  "  so  that"  rite  "with  due 
reUgious  observance— it  cannot  be  performed  by  sprinkling  or 
pouring!"  I  call  for  the  whole  paragraph  in  which  the  lan- 
guage is  found,  and  unless  produced  will  claim  that  Witsius 
says  the  very  opposite  of  what  my  opponent  represents  him  as 
saying.    But  again. 

Eld.  D.  makes  him  say  that  the  8,000  were  baptized — aqua 
perfusos  vd  adspersos  quam  mersos  esse — is  all  the  Latin  he  gives 
and  translates  it,  "were  perfused  or  sprinkled  with  the 
water,"  but  there  is  mersos  esse  which  he  does  not  pretend  to 
translate !  How  are  we  to  decide  what  the  author  does  say  ? 
Suppose  he  does  give  it  as  his  opinion  that  they  were  aspersed, 
it  ^Z\j  an  opinSn  at  best,  and  does  not  weaken  my  posi- 
tion  after  he  has  frankly  confeised  that  the  proper  and 
literal  meaning  of  baptidzoy  is  to  dip,  to  immerse.  Stuart  and 
Anthon  after  stating  this  as  scholars,  yet  as  churchmen,  they 
believed  that  sprinkling  would  answer.  But  wko  told  them  so, 
when  Christ  commanded  to  immerse? 

Until  Eld.  Ditzler  presents  us  with  the  Latin  text  of  Wit- 
sius, I  will  suppose,  with  greater  show  of  reason  that  he 
said,  since  the  word  baptidzo  means  only  to  immerse,  if  those 
in  the  day  of  Pentecost  were  baptized  by  affusion — they  must 
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have  been   so  copiously   over    poured   or  besprinkled   with 
water,  as  to  have  been  immersed  in  it.  # 

I  will  give  the  fuller  testimony  of  these  witnesses  in  my 
argument  from  the  admission  of  learned  Pedobaptists,  when 
we  shall  see  what  Beza,  and  Wolfius  and  Suicer  do  say. 

I  will  now  give  a  few  minutes  to  reviewing  his  construc- 
tions of  the  examples  from  Qreek  authors,  to  prove  two 
things. 

1.  That  baptidzo  when  used  in  its  physical  sense,  by  which 
I  mean  its  literal,  as  opposed  to  its  figurative,  means  only  to 
dip,  to  immerse,  overwhelm. 

2.  That  his  repeated  assertion  that  "  in  every  instance  in 
classic  Greek  where  baptidzo  puts  a  living  being  under  water — 
clear  under — it  destroys."  I  will  notice  his  statements  in  the 
order  I  have  noted  them. 

1.  He  intimates  that  Dr.  Conant  has  not  given  every  in- 
stance of  the  use  of  baptidzo  in  Greek  authors — omitting  those 
that  were  against  his  case.  Now  I  suggest  that  the  bare  asser- 
tion of  my  opponent  is  not  quite  sufficient  to  impeach  so 
honorable  a  scholar  as  Dr.  Conant.  There  is  not  a  Christian 
scholar  in  either  hemisphere  but  that  respects  Dr.  Conant, 
and  believes  him  above  deceit  or  trickery- 

If  my  opponent  has  found  any  not  discovered  by  Dr.  Co- 
nant and  all  scholars  before  his  day,  he  would  be  profoundly 
thankful  to  Elder  Ditzler  to  cite  them,  giving  the  work,  chap- 
ter and  page,  where  the  example  can  be  found,  and  this  is  the 
time  and  place  where  Elder  Ditzler  should  have  presented  the 
quotations  of  the  text  in  full,  and  his  translation.  His  asser- 
tions and  a  few  disconnected  words  and  disjointed  sentences, 
will  not  paas — I  will  wait  for  them. 

2.  I  did  not  cite  the  example  he  mentions,  at  all;  he  in- 
dulges his  fancy  when  he  telJs  you  what  I  said  about  this  Ex.; 
i)ut  this  case  is  a  clear  case  of  immersion,  if  he  would  onlv 
give  it  to  you  in  full — "  the  ship  being  immersed  by  the  waves," 
— submerged^  immersed — '^became  filled  with  sea  water,  and 
confusion^"  etc., — and  let  him  give  the  full  text  of  the  ex- 
amples. 
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You  will  observe,  he  takes  no  notice  of  my  first  example 
from.  Aristotle,  where  the  land  at  ebb  tide  was  not  immersed, 
however  much  it  was  sprinkled  by  the  spray  of  the  sea,  but 
at  flood  tide  it  was  immersed — overflowed — buried  under  the 
water. 

Nor  does  he  notice  my  second,  third,  fourth  or  fifth — first 
five  examples  unnoticed!  He  does  notice  my  seventh  (Co- 
nant's  22.)  by  simply  impeaching  the  translation  of  Conant — 
declaring  it  "false"  and  **  most  outrageous." 

Now  will  every  scholar  and  school-boy  even  decide  between 
the  fidelity  and  scholarship  of  the  accused  and  the  accuser. 
As  this  is  a  serious  charge,  that  will  be  perpetuated  so  long  as 
this  discussion  is  read,  I  propose  to  examine  it,  and  therefore 
give  the  full  text : 

.  The  same  writer,  Jewish  War,  book  III,  ch,  10,  9,  He  says  of  the  Jews, 
in  describing  their  contest  with  the  Roman  soldiers  on  the  sea  of  Galilee : 

"And  when  they  ventured  to  come  near,  they  suffered  harm  before 
they  could  inflict  any,  and  were  submerqed  (baptized)  along  witli 
their  vessels ;  toon  de  baj^Uthentoon  tous  ananeuontaa  e  belos  ephthanen 
e  schedia  kcUelambane ;  and  those  of  the  submerged  (baptized)  who 
raised  their  heads,  either  a  missile  reached  or  a  vessel  overtook." 

Now,  Elder  D,  very  learnedly  and  critically  informs  us  that 
^Hous  ananeuantas  is  a  participle,  [and  he  might  have  said  in  the 
indicative  action  and  present  tense,]  and  should  be  rendered 
their  heads  being  elevated;"  but  Dr.  Conant  was  po  ignorant  as 
to  render  it  as  if  it  was  an  active  verb,  indicative  mood,  and 
exclaims  "  most  outrageous ! "  Now,  every  tyro  in  Greek,  and 
every  schoolboy  in  this  house  who  has  committed  the  rules 
of  his  elementary  grammar,  should  know  how  to  translate 
participles,  preceded  by  the  definite  article.  I  have  had  no 
opportunity  to  reier  to  a  Greek  grammar,  but  will  venture  to 
quote  from  memory,  from  the  rule  for  rendering  such  phrases. 
*'The  definite  article,  before  a  participle,  should  be  translated 
as  a  relative  pronoun,  and  the  participle  should  be  rendered 
as  a  verb  in  the  indicative  of  its  own  tense." 

Conant  has  precisely  so  rendered  it.  Mark  it:  "  And  those 
of  the  submerged  toits  who — ananenoutas — raised  their  heads^^ — 
literally,  8mm  to  ike  top.  Elder  Ditzler,  of  course,  never  met 
with  this  rule,  and    really  did  not   know   how   it   should  be 
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rendered.  This  is  the  kindest  construction  that  can  be  placed 
upon  his  statement;  but  his  boldness  and  recklessness  in 
questioning  the  correctness  of  such  a  scholar  as  Dr.  Conant  is 
what  appalls  me.  We  pass  this  most  disastrous  attempt  at  a 
simple  Oreek  criticism,  to  avoid  the  force  of  this  clear  exam- 
ple, with  this  conclusion, that  Elder  D.'s  mere  assertions,  how- 
ever often  or  loudly  made,  no  more  than  his  translations,  can 
be  safely  relied  upon  without  careful  examination. 

In  this  example,  then,  baptidzo  did  put  the  soldiers  ^^clean 
under  the  water,"  with  their  vessels,  and  those  swimming  or 
rising  to  the  surface,  were  so  alive  that'  it  was  necessary  to 
dispatch  them  with  weapons. 

Strange  to  say.  Elder  D.  says  I  introduced  Ex.  26  and  89  of 
Conant,  cases  which  I  never  mentioned.  He  is  repeating  his 
debate  with  Mr.  Wilkes  I  expect — he  is  not  debating  with  me. 

He  says  I  introduced  example  68 ;  he  is  again  firing  from 
some  of  his  old  notes  at  Mr.  Wilkes  or  Brentz,  and  talk- 
ing wisely  about  the  old  iron  age  of  Greek,  as  if  that  had  any- 
thing to  do  with  this  question,  and  charging  again  that  two 
Baptists,  Conant  and  Bonfrer  have  made  a  verse  and  falsely 
attribute  it  to  Josephus.  All  this  may  i^pear  wonderful  to 
his  brethren,  but  scholars  wilUhave  their  own  opinion  of  the 
modesty  of  the  charge. 

Touching  the  Example  70  in  Conant,  he  evidently  yields. 
He  does  not  translate  baptidzo  at  all,  giving  only  the  transferred 
word  baptidzo^  and  incorrectly  renders  it  espergoy  with  milk, 
perverting  the  manifest  meaning  of  the  passage. 

Example  71.  He  meets  with  the  simple  assertion  that 
smiths  are  never  wont  to  cool  red-hot  iron  by  plunging  it  into 

a  bath  or  tub  of  water,  but  always  cool  the  hot  iron  by  sprink- 
ling water  upon  it  I  will  refer  this  learned  criticism  to  black- 
smiths everywhere. 

I  know  how  the  Latin  smiths  cooled  their  hot  iron— or 
metals.    I  remember  Virgil   describes  the  Cyclops  forging 

arms— 
"AUi  ttriderUia  Ungwmi  atra  lacu.^^ 

Others  plunge  the  hissing  brass  in  the  lake.  Will  he  trana- 
late  this,  sprinkled  the  hissing  brass  with  the  lake?    Will  he? 
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The   ancient  mode  of  cooling  red  hot  metal  is  established. 

He  meets  Example  86,  with  Dr.  Conant's  note,  but  what 
matters  the  date  or  the  author,  the  force  of  baptidzo  is  mani- 
festly to  immerse,  to  dip. 

My  opponent,  by  the  time  he  reached  the  86  Example, 
evidently  became  so  confused,  that  he  could  not,  with  the 
book,  the  text,  and  translation  before  him,  distinguish  between 
the  tail  and  toe ! 

Conant  neither  says  that  the  fox's  toe  was  dipped  in  oil, 
nor  that  his  tail  was  dipped  in  oil,  and  he  exhausts  his  remain- 
ing strength,  by  explaining  to  us  that  the  oil  was  poured  upon 
the  fox's  tail,  and  not  the  tail  dipped  into  the  oil !  This  is  rather 
more  than  T  can  stand;  you  must  excuse  me  for  smiling.  He 
will  probably  recover  his  ideas,  and  return  to  this,  and  all  my 
examples  in  his  next  speech,  so  I  will  not  press  him  further 
now. — line  out. 
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DR,  DITZLER'S  ELEVENTH  SPEECH. 

Gentlkmex  Moderators: — As  to  the  laDgaage  of  the 
PeHhito,  it  iH  St/riac.  It  was  the  vernacalar  of  Christ,  and  of 
h'lH  ApoHtlcH.  The  proofs  of  that  are  so  abundant  it  would 
swell  into  u  large  volume.  Dr.  Graves  says  the  Syriac  church 
did  not  have  a  version  [so  early]  because  they  had  Greek! 
Why  wuH  not  Peter  detected  by  Jews  of  hb  GalUean  dialect, 
which  notoriously  pronounced  certain  Aramaean  or  Syriac 
letters  so  different  from  the  Jerusalem  manner,  just  as  English* 
men  from  Durham  difter  from  Londoners,  Yankees  from 
Virginians  in  many  words,  that  the  Jews  had  many  anecdotes 
on  it,  as  Lightfoot  shows  us.  Home  and  others  also  give  us 
examples.  Did  not  Josephus  have  to  study  Greek,  and  never 
dill  muster  its  pronunciation  because  he  began  so  late,  and  he 
so  commanding  a  scholar?  All  the  words  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment preserved  to  us  as  used  by  Christ  are  of  the  Aramaean 
dialect  or  8yriac.  Josephus  tells  how  unpopular  it  was  for 
any  Jew  to  study  Greek.  All  history  agrees  that  Matthew 
was  orufinally  composed  in  what  they  called  Hebrew,  that  b, 
a  dialect  of  the  Svriac.  As  for  Alford,  he  did  hold  that  it  was 
in  Syriac,  but  changed  his  opinion  as  he  tells  us.  He  may 
change  back  again  yet. 

Martini,  Francius,  Ludovicus.  Walton,  and  hosts  of  the 
greatest  scholars  and  critics  known,  hold  that  what  wob  written 
in  Greek  uxis  at  the  same  time  thought  in  Syriac.  Palfrey  says 
the  Peshito  presents  our  Savior's  discourses  *^  essentially  in 
the  language  in  which  they  were  originally  pronounced." 
Francius:  '^Christ  spoke  and  discussed*  in  the  Syriac  lan- 
guage." Walton :  "  Whose  vernacular  language  was  Syriac,'* 
'*  Ludovicus,  (author  of  a  Syriac  Lex.,  &c.)  adSrms  that  (A^ 
ti'ue  import  of  the  phraseology  of  the  New  Testament  cmn 
scan*ely  be  learned,  except  from  the  Syriac."  Walton :  **They 
conceived  (says  he)  in  Syriac  that  which  they  wrote  in  Greek." 
rrcHiilent  Stiles,  of  Yale,  says :  "  The  greatest  part  of  the  New 
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Testament  was  originally  written  iu  Syriac,  and  not  merely 
trcaislated  in  the  Apostolic  age.''  With  him  the  Syriac  Peshito 
18  "  of  the  same  authority  as  the  Greek.''  So  we  could  con- 
tinue the  list  of  the  greatest  of  names  for  this  old  Apostolic 
work.  It  is  only  partisans,  who,  when  it  was  supposed  to 
fevor  their  views,  put  it  up  in  the  Apostolic  age,  but  now  wish 
to  ran  it  as  far  off  as  possible,  because  so  crushing,  so  disas- 
trous to  their  cause — only  those  now  wish  to  cry  out  and  tone 
down  the  value  of  the  purest  version  by  common  consent  that 
ever  was  made.    People  will  know  how  to  estimate  that. 

I  told  you  at  the  start  the  word  for  the  baptism  of  the 
Savior  was  brecho.  To  be  sure  it  is.  But  when  brectwy  such  a 
gentle  sprinkle  as  that  is  translated  baptize  by  the  Apostolic 
Christiaus,  and  baptidzo  (tabhal)  in  Hebrew  is  translated 
sprinkle; — ^I  say  when  they  translate  sprinkle  baptize  and 
baptize,  sprinkle,  does  it  not  utterly  crush  our  opponent? 
The  feebler  the  sprinkle  the  better  for  our  side;  for  then  it 
will  meet  those  silly  ministers,  whom  Wall  so  denounces,  who 
put  80  little  water  on  an  infant's  head.  As  for  me,  I  always 
powr  it  on. 

Origen  does  not  use  baptidzo  metaphorically.  It  is  a  plain, 
simple  case.  Four  pitchers  of  water  were  poured  on  the 
altar  and  the  wood.  It  was  repeated  three  times.  No  such 
thing  as  a  barrel  existed  then.  The  Hebrew  word  never 
means  barrel.  Every  lexicon  on  earth,  every  version  on  earth 
renders  it  either  pitcher  or  water-bucket.  There  was  no  over- 
whebn  about  it  If  it  was,  it  was  no  dip^  no  plunge^  no  immer- 
sion. Where  is  l^e  dip  here?  But  it  was  a  plain,  simple 
baptisHL  Four  pitchers  of  water  were  poured  on.  Origen 
and  Basil  use  the  word  baptidzo^  baptize,  where  the  Bible 
uses  the  word,  poured  on  the  water  on  the  altar,  &c. 

There  is  no  getting  around  these  facts.  Both  allude  to  the 
water  as  poured  on.  Basil  names  it  pointedly.  Hence  there 
waa  no  metaphor,  it  was  baptism  with  water,  the  water  poured 
on.    They  were  Greeks;  they  called  it  baptizing. 

Butthe  Doctor  comes  back  feebly  on  perfundo,  a  compound. 
JSTow,  the  point  there  is  decidedly  against  the  Doctor;  for  this 
word  now  takes  even  an  accusative, terminates  or  acts  directly 

16 
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on  the  object  even — Whence  perfuse.  It  is  used  at  times  for 
wash  in  Ovid  e.g.,  and  for  stain,  "bathe,**  "wash,"  which 
meaning  shows  it  terminates  often,  as  baptidzOy  on  the  object. 
When  he  brings  the  proof  that  Agamemnon  actually  dipped 
himself  clear  under  the  water,  immersed  himself,  we  will 
notice  it  further.  He  adduces  no  proof  as  yet,  and  on  him 
lies  that  burden. 

The  party  breathed  like  one  baptized.  Why,  does  he  not 
know  that  water  thrown  suddenly  on  one  often  quite  takes 
the  breath  ?  Again,  if  by  baptized  you  mean  immersed^  no 
one  can  breathe  who  is  immersed  in  your  sense,  totally  under, 
sunk,  unless  he  had  a  diving-bell.  Who  can  breathe  when 
immersed  ? 

You  imply,  has  been  immersed.  It  may  allude  simply  to 
one  standing  immersed  in  water  up  to  the  waist,  but  surely 
no  one  immersed  breathes,  that  is  immersed  clear  under. 

The  Doctor  gets  wonderfully  confused  over  Julianus,  the 
learned  father  of  the  4th  century.  I  wonder  not  at  this.  The 
quotation  is  here  in  Beza,  or  Matt,  iii,  6,  11.  But  Dr.  G. 
thinks  per/undo  is  to  pour  all  over,  or  something  of  the  kind. 
That  would  not  help  his  cause.  To  pour  water  all  over  a 
man  is  not  dip,  immerse.  But  he  is  siniply  defining  bapHdzo. 
That  is  the  point  "It  means  to  sprinkle,"  says  Julianus. 
No  father  denied  it  Perfundo  is  the  first  word  by  which 
Stephanus,  Schleusner,  Stokius,  Schrevellius,  &c.,  define  rotno, 
the  main  Greek  for  sprinkle.  It  is  oftener  used  for  sprinkle 
by  lexicographers  andTlathers  than  adspergo  or  ccnspergo.  Bat 
Tertullian  used  it  He  uses  adspergo  a  number  of  times  in 
DeBaptismo  when  treating  of  baptism,  as  well  as  mergo  once, 
and  tingo  often.  In  De  Anima  cap.  51,  he  uses  margOj  tingoj 
perfundo. 

The  very  men  who  use  this  term  when  tiiey  wish  to  say 
pour,  u^efudiij  pour  forth  or  pour  upon,  profimdo^  and  when 
copiousness  is  desired,  they  qualify  by  largeter  or  copwu. 
Thus  do  Schleusner,  Stokius,  Schaetgennius,  &c.  Our  battle- 
ments all  stand  yet,  while  the  last  ditch  has  been  loet  by  the 
Doctor.  But  he  insists  the  Eastern  Church  all  baptize  by 
dipping.    That  is  a  mistake. 
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1.  It  18  not  proof  that  it  is  the  Bible  mode  were  that  so. 

2.  They  all  use  three  dips  when  they  dip  at  all,  showing 
superstition,  not  Scripture. 

8.  It  is  not  true  as  abundant  testimony  by  various  men 
traveling  there  to  the  contrary  has  been  repeatedly  published 
of  late  years-  Gazes  is  a  native  Greek,  lived  and  died  at 
Athens,  translated  and  studied  in  Europe,  and  his  large  lex- 
icon, (8  vol.)  gives  not  only  lauOj  brechoj  but  q^icuno^  pour 
upon.  He  wrote  in  modern  Greek  on  ancient  Greek.  80 
Kouma,  native  Greek,  in  his  lexicon,  gives  "  besprinkle"  for 
baptidzo. 

We  will  now  present  some  facts  on  the  Eastern  church  and 
test  what  they  believe. 

While  we  freely  admit  that  the  fathers  immersed  with  a 
trine  immersion,  several  facts  must  not  be  forgotten. 

1st.  The  very  first  time  immersion  appears  in  patristic 
literature,  it  is  tnne  immersion,  and  always  required 
"  three  immersions"  "  to  accomplish  the  mystery  of  baptism." 
It  was  thus  admitted  one  immersion  was  not  baptism. 

2nd.  The  moment  immersion  appears  in  history  it  is 
admitted  not  to  be  by  divine  authority.* 

After  this  as  well  as  in  Tertullian,  they  gave  the  most 
revolting  and  superstitious  reasons  for  immersion,  in  that  they 
claim  a  Divine  and  medical  virtue  for  the  baptismal  water; 
that  the  Spirit  of  God  hovering  over  the  water,  had  impreg- 
nated it  with  a  Divine  power,  with  sanctifying  grace,  and 
hence  the  propriety  of  being  touched  on  all  parts  by  the  grace- 
imparting  water.  Hence,  the  mode  as  yet,  had  no  claim,  the 
importance  of  being  washed  all  over,  became  a  matter  of 
great  importance,  and  immersion  being  a  more  certain  way 
of  accomplishing  this,  it  became  the  popular  mode.  This 
was  fully  expressed  in  a  later  day  by  Theophylact  also — ^^  he 
who  simply  receives  the  water  [by  affusion]  is  not  wholly 
wetted  [water,  sprinkle,  hugrainomenoTi]  ou  all  places," 
(Conant,  110,    Lou.  Debate,  569).       Tertyllian  says:    "All 

*Ter  mergitamur,  amplius,  a  liquid,  respondentes  quam  Donninus  in 
evangelio  determlnaidt  Three  times  immersed  answering  somewhat 
more  than  the  Lord  commanded,  &c    See  Ck>nant,  117,  Lou.  Deb,  469. 
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waters  therefore,  *  *  do,  after  invocatioD  of  God,  attain  the 
sacramental  power  of  saiictificatiou.  *  *  They  imbibe,  at  the 
same  time,  the  power  of  sanctifying,"  (De  Bap.  vol.  1,  232). 
Cyril :  "  K  one  desires  to  know  why^  through  water  *  *  the 
grace  is  given,  let  him  take  up  the  Divine  Scriptures.  *  * 
For  water  is  a  great  thing  and  the  noblest  of  the  four 
elements.*'  John,  of  Damascus:  "For  from  the  beginning  the 
Spirit  moved  upon  the  waters;  and  of  old  the  Scripture  tes- 
tifies to  water,  that  it  is  cleansing,"  (Conant,  125,  126). 

Yet,  with  all  Tcrtullian's  superstition,  he  fully  and  explic- 
itly admits  the  validity  of  aspersion  or  perfusion  as  baptism, 
and  puts  it  in  evidence  that  the  church  did,  not  discussing 
the  subject,  however,  for  it  never  was  discussed  in  early  days, 
the  false  statements  about  Novatian  to  the  contrary,  notwith- 
standing. The  question  was  raised  about  the  baptism  of  the 
Apostles — when  and  where  were  they  baptized?  Let  us  now 
hear  Tertullian. 

TERTULLIAN. 

1.  He  says  that  "  what  we  have  to  labor  for  is,  that  it  may 
be  granted  to  us  to  attain  that  blessing;  for  who  will  grant  to 
you,  a  man  of  so  faithless  repentance,  one  single  sprinkling  of 
the  water  whatever?  "* 

Again:  "Others  make  the  suggestion,  forced  enough 
clearly,  that  the  Apostles  then  served  the  term  of  baptism 
when,  in  their  little  ship,  they  were  sprinkled  {adspersi)  with 
the  waves;  that  Peter  also  was  {9(xti8  mersum)  mersed  enough 
he  walked  on  the  sea.  It  is,  however,  as  I  think,  one  thing  when 
to  be  sprinkled  [adaperffi']  as  were  the  eleven,  or  inUrcepted  by 
the  violence  of  the  sea  [as  was  Peter];  another  thing  to  be 
baptized  in  obedience  to  the  discipline  of  religien.  *  ♦  Now, 
whether  they  were  baptized  in  any  manner  whatever,  or 
whether  they  continued  to  be  unwashed  to  the  end,  fee.*^ 
Here  note : 

1.  He  fully  grants  different  ways  or  modes  of  baptising. 

2.  That  had  the  Apostles  voluntarily  received  the  qprinidiiig 
of  the  spray  upon  .them,  it  would  have  been  baptism. 

3.  This  sprinkling  was  a  ceremonial  washing  \Ua>o\, 

*I>e  Poeniten,  c.  vl. 
t  De  B^.  e.  12. 
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4.  The  first  quotation  shows  that  they  often  baptized  by 
sprinkling. 

5.  He  uses  adspergoj  sprinkle,  ae  being  as  complete  a  bap- 
tism as  mergo. 

6.  In  De  Anima,  he  uses  mersU  for  baptizing  and  "perfudit" 
iUiquos  Mencmder  ipue  perfudit,  oap^  51,  those  whom  Menander 
himself  sprinkled. 

As  to  amad  and  how  the  Syrians  baptized,  we  read  in  an 
ancient  council  of  the  Syriac  Church  that  the  gender  of  the 
word  was  discussed,  what  form,  as  Semitic  tongues  have 
gender  for  verbs,  and  they  say  "  When  he  baptizes,  even 
with  the  invocation  of  the  holy  Trinity,  and  with  the  ablu- 
tion of  natural  water,  immersion  or  sprinkling,  it  is  rot  true 
baptism,"  "  unless  the  proper  word  is  used  also."  [Biblhtheea 
OrientaliSy  Romsa,  1719,  tom.  iv.  p.  60].  Again,  "  If  when  he 
baptizes  he  uses  [that  form  of  amad]  for  the  present  impera- 
tive, *  *  *  immersion  in  natural  water,  washing  or  sprinkling, 
&C.,"  ibicL 

AMAD. 

We  have  an  account  in  the  earliest  Syriac  literature  of 

Simeon  Barsaboe,  Bishop  of  Sileucia  and  Ctesiphon.     ^^  He 

was  sumamed  Bar  Taaboey  the  Baptist;  '*'  '*'  and  indeed  he 

baptized  his  garments  [tsem]   with  the  blood  of  his  life."'*' 
Heve  a  martyr,  put  to  death,  his  own  blood  baptizes  his  body 

and  garments,  and  he  is  called  the  Baptist  therefrom. 

Again  we  read  in  ancient  Syriac  literature  that  they  retail 
and  record,  and  believed  that "  when  Christ,  the  Lord,  was 
baptized  in  Jordan,  say  Simon  the  prophet  and  John  Zugbi, 
John  the  Baptist  filled  a  little  vessel  with  water  that  flowed 
from  his  sacred  body,  and  preserved  it  until  the  day  he  was 
beheaded,  when  he  delivered  it  into  the  custody  of  his  disci- 
ple, John  the  Evangelist  To  this  same  John  they  add,  when 
Christ  instituted  the  eucharistic  supper,  and  distributed  a  part 
to  each  of  the  Apostles,  he  gave  a  double  portion,  the  rest  of 
which  he  took  and  delivered  in  the  same  way  as  the  other,  in 

*Biblioth,  Orient,  1,  %  hhadhmo,  etc.,  Lat,  ipse  uero  animsB  suae  vestes 
proprio  cniose  tinxit  By-the-way,  does  Hmxii  here  mean  vhat  Dr.  G.  in- 
^totsitdoes? 
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a  little  water  yessel.  And,  afterward,  he  poured  iuto  this 
game  vessel  the  water  which  flowed  from  the  side  when  hang- 
ing on  the  cross,  ♦  ♦  ♦  that  was  the  leaven  of  baptism,  for 
the  Apostles  divided  this  water,  which  they  were  to  use  as 
an  element  in  administering  baptism/'f 

Here,  of  coarse  we  know  this  to  be  a  fictiom  a  tradition. 
But, 

1.  It  shows  what  the;  believed  in  the  mode  of  baptism,  viz: 
that  Christ  was  baptized  in  the  Jordan  standing  the  water 
poured  upon  him,  flowing  down  over  his  body.     Hence, 

2.  As  amad  expressed  this,  it  could  not  mean  properly  im- 
mersion. 

8.  The  water  being  divided  out,  carried  abroad  as  an  ele- 
ment with  which  they  believed  the  Apostles  baptized,  shows  the 
Syriac  Church  did  not  regard  [amad]  baptism  as  immersion. 

Hence,  we  read  again : 

4.  "There  are  seven  kinds  of  baptism  recorded.  1.  The 
well  known  baptism  in  common  with  us  all,  that  is  to  say, 
washing.  2.  Legal  baptism,  that  is,  purification  according  to 
the  law  of  Moses.  8.  Baptism  according  to  the  tradition 
of  the  Elders,  viz:  the  washing  of  cups,  brazen  vessels, 
couches,  etc.  4.  The  baptism  of  John.  5.  Baptism  of  Christ, 
etc.  6.  The  baptism  of  blood — I  have  a  baptism  to  be  bap- 
tized with.*  7.  The  baptism  of  tears.  J  Here  the  Syriac 
fiEithers,  as  the  Greek  fathers,  held  thai 

1.  The  legal  sprinklings  for  purification  were  baptisms. 

2.  That  the  blood  shed  in  martyrdom  baptized  the  person. 
It  was  therefore  held  that  if  one  embraced  Christ  and  failed 
of  baptism,  if  he  was  put  to  death,  his  blood  streaming  out 
upon  him  baptized  him. 

8.  The  tears  a  penitent  shed  baptized  him. 

Such  are  the  records  in  the  literature  of  the  old  Syrian 
Church,  aside  from  the  versions  already  examined  in  a  former 
speech. 

t  BiUioth,  Orioit,  Assemaai,  torn,  iv,  211-2.     I  omit  by  the  dots  ttm 
meharistic  references  tor  brevity. 
•  BiUioth,  Orient,  Ui,  857,  moro  m  mamudhUko  aUh  U  dhen^d. 
X  Mamuchitho  dheme. 
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This  baptism  of  blood  and  tears  and  legal  sprinklings  for 
purifications  we  find  in  the  early  Greek  Church  also.  Thus 
we  read  in  Clement  Alexandrianus,  A.  D.  190,  repeated  by 
EusebiiLS,  that  a  backslider  was  overtaken  by  John,  the 
Apostle,  and  reclaimed.  ^'Theu,  trembling,  he  lamented 
bitterly,  and  embracing  the  old  man  (John)  as  he  came  up, 
attempted  to  plead  for  himself  with  his  lamentations,  as  much 
as  he  was  able;  as  if  baptized. a  second  time  with  his  own 
tears.**J 

Chrysastom:  ^^  And  as  those  who  are  baptized  are  washed 
with  water,  so  those  who  are  martyred  are  washed  with 
{louorUai)  their  own  blood.** 

John  of  Damascus  reckons  seven  baptisms,  tlie  seventh  thus: 
"Seventh,  that  which  is  by  blood  and  martyrdom,  with  which 
Christ  himself  for  us  was  baptized." 

Athanagius  :  "For  it  is  proper  to  know  that, in  like  manner, 
the  fountain  of  tears  by  baptism  cleanses  man."  Again : 
"Three  baptisms,  cleansing  all  sins  whatever,  God  has  be- 
stowed on  the  nature  of  man.  I  speak  of  that  of  water,  and 
again,  that  by  the  witness  of  our  blood,  and  thirdly,  that  by 
tears,  with  which  also  the  harlot  was  cleansed.* 

In  all  these  cases  baptism  is  accomplished  by  tears  falling 
on  one,  or  by  streaming  over  one'ff  face  even.  It  is  effected 
by  blood  streaming  from  wounds  in  the  body — all  by  affusion. 
Origen  also  speaks  of  "  the  baptism  of  blood,"  referring  to  that 
of  Christ  on  the  cross.    So  does  TertuUian. 

LactantinSy  A.  D.  325;  "So  likewise  he  might  save  the 
Gentiles  by  baptism,  that  is,  by  the  sprinkling  of  the  purifying 
water."t 

Jerome^  the  learned  translator  of  Hebrew  and  Greek  into 
Latin  in  Ezekiel  xxxvi,  26 :  "  Sprinkle  clear  water  on  you," 
says:  "So  that  upon  those  who  believe  and  are  converted 
from  error,  I  might  pour  out  the  clear  water  of  baptism." 

t  Euselius'  Eodes.  H.  B.  iii,  eh.  23,  Latin  ver.  reads,  lachrymis  deuno 
baptizatus  est 

•  See  the  original  Oonant's  Baptizein,  p.  130-132. 

t  fiio  etiam  gentes  bapUsmo,  id  est,  purifiid  roris  perftisione  salvaret 
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Cyril  regarded  the  washing  of  Isaiah  i^  16,  Lev^  viii,  6,  7,  as 
baptism. 

Ambrose:  "To  the  baptized  he  said,  concerning  which 
[white  robes  of  innocence]  the  prophet  said,  thon  shalt 
sprinkle  me  with  hyssop,  and  I  shall  be  cleansed.  Thon  shalt 
wash  me  and  I  shall  be  whiter  than  snow.  For  he  who  is 
baptized  both  according  to  the  law  [sprinkled]  and  according 
to  the  Gospel  is  made  clean,  according  to  the  law,  because 
Moses,  with  a  bunch  of  hyssop,  sprinkled  with  the  blood 
of  the  Lamb.^J 

Cyril,  of  Alexandria,  on  Is.  iv,  4 :  "For  we  have  been  baptized 
not  with  mere  water,  neither  indeed  have  we  been  sprinkled 
with  the  ashes  of  a  [red]  heifer  for  the  purifying  of  the  flesh 
alone,  as  the  blessed  Paul  saitb,  but  with  the  Holy  Spirit, 
and  with  a  Divine  and  mentally  discerned  fire,  destroying  the 
filth  of  the  violence  within  us,  etc."  Ambrose  baptized 
Theodosius,  the  great,  on  his  death-bed. 

HUarius :  "  There  are  not  wanting  daily  sick  persons  who 
are  to  be  baptized."  Geanadius,  A.  D.  490,  said  thB  person 
to  be  baptized  was  either  sprinkled  or  dipped.§ 

Novatian:  As  this  is  a  noted  case,  we  give  it  very  literally, 
the  more  so,  because  it  has  been  so  designedly  perverted,  and 
grossly  rendered. 

To  him  indeed,  the  origin,  or  author  of  his  profession  was 
Satan,  who  entered  into  and  dwelt  in  him  a  long  time,  who 
being  assisted  by  the  exorcists,  while  attacked  with  an  obsti- 
nate disease,  and  being  supposed  at  the  point  <!>f  death, 
received  it  [baptism]  on  the  bed  on  which  he  lay,  being 
sprinkled — if  indeed  it  be  becoming  to  say  that  {ton  tahuten) 
such  [a  wicked]  person  as  he  received  it,"  or  could  receive 
baptism.*    Notice. 

t  Adspergebat  sanguine  agni,  voL  1, 866. 
I  Vel  adspergatur,  vel  intinhitar. 

*  Eusebius  Ecdes.  His.  B.  vi.  ch.  zliii,  401,  1 15  Beoensoit  Sd.  Burton, 
Oxonii,   1838,  vol.  1,  p^riehuihmt  daben    «i  gr  wrmi    Igyin    icm   U/kmMom 

ailnephrnai. 
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1.  No  doubt  ifl  thrown  on  his  mode  of  baptism.  "He  re- 
c^Ved  it" — baptism,  (elaben). 

2.  It  was  by  sprinkling. 

8.  Recovering,  it  was  never  proposed  to  rebaptize  him. 

4.  If  baptism  be  immersion,  how  eonld  they  say  he  received 
immersion  by  being  sprinkled  on  his  bed? 

5.  Doubt  is  expressed  as  to  whether  we  may  consider  it 
baptism  if  the  party  is  not  a  genuine  penitent,  but  a  deceitful 
hypocrite,  as  Novatian  was  held  to  be  by  these  parties. 

6.  How  miserably  and  by  what  self  contradictions,  iramer- 
sionists  have  rendered  this  passage,  can  be  seen  by  looking  at 
A,  Campbell's  rendering  of  it  in  his  Christian  baptism,  on 
page  189, 191,  and  almost  any  immersion  work. 

Origen,  born  A.  D.  185,  the  most  learned  of  all  the  fathers 

in  all  the  early  ages  of  the  Church,  his  ancestors  contemporary 

with  the  Apostles  and  Christians,  commenting  on  John  i,  24, 

says: 

"  How  came  you  to  think  that  EUas,  when  he  should  come,  would  bap> 
tize  ? — ^who  did  not  baptize  the  wood  upon  the  cUtar  in  the  days  of  Ahab,  al- 
though it  needed  purification  or  cleansing  (deomena  loutro)  in  order  that  it 
might  be  burned  when  the  Lord  should  be  revealed  by  fire ;  Ibr  this  was 
ovdared  to  be  done  by  the  priests.'' 

To  the  same  effect  speaks  St.  BasU,  A.  D.  310:  **  Ellas  showed  the 
power  of  baptism  on  the  altar,  having  consumed  the  victim,  not  by  fire, 
but  by  water .  .  .  when  the  water  .  .  .  was  for  the  third  time  poured 
on  the  altar,  the  fire  began.  .  .  .  The  Scripture  hereby  shows  that 
through  bjptiam  he  that,''  etc.    So  write  several  other  fathers. 

Now,  notice,  1.  It  was  the  wood  upon  the  altar  Origen  speaks  of  as  being 
b^ptiied.  2.  He  says  the  prieete  did  the  baptizing,  not  Elias.  3.  How 
did  the 7>rte«to  baptize  the  altar?  The  passage,  1  Kings  xviii:  33,  says 
th^/KHiretiiton  thebumt  sacrifice  cMd  on  the  woody  The  water  was 
povtrtd  on  the  wood.  Origen  says  they  baptized  the  wood  upon  the  altar. 
Now,  where  iBdipf  Did  they  dip  the  wood  into  the  "  barrds  of  water?" 
Did  they  plunge  the  wood  into  the  poured  water?  Where  iatheimmerseP' 
But  Mr.  A.  Campbell,  following  Carson,  etc.,  suggests  that  twelve  barrels 
of  WAter  overwhelmed  the  altar — submerged  ^^aaitwere*^  the  altar.  But 
tsAere  is  the  dip,  the  plunge^  the  immersed^  even  if  that  were  true,  though  it 
is  uttorly  untrue  and  monstrous  ? 

Bemember  now.  Dr.  Graves  is  here  to  prove  that  the  bap- 
tiitn  Christ  commands  is  immersion.    He  appeals  to  philology. 
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and  is  so  suddenly  and  completely  overthrown  that  he  took 
the  nearest  cot  for  Jordan  we  ever  saw.  He  met  complete 
overthrow. 

Next,  he  applied  to  eUj  dsj  apOj  ek,  and  they  all  stood  from 
under.  He  proved  nothing.  He  applied  to  bury  by  baptism 
into  death,  but  we  saw  death  was  not  water — ^it  was  not  water 
baptism  at  all,  and  bury  did  not  necessarily  imply  envelop- 
ment 

Next,  he  fell  back  on  plants  Rom.  vi,  5.  But  we  showed 
that  "  planted  together,"  more  properly  "  engrafted  together," 
^^born  together"  in  the  likeness  of  his  death;  crucifixion 
demonstrated  it  not  to  allude  to  immerse.  Trees  are  planted, 
not  dipped. 

He  then  thought  it  was  time  to  assail  some  of  our  positions — 
late  in  the  day,  to  be  sure,  but  better  late  than  never.  He 
assailed  our  lexicons,  but  our  armor  was  '^from  the  armory  of 
God."  He  failed  signally  and  completely.  He  has  ventured 
to  complain  of  Syriac,  belittle  scholarship,  look  wise,  hold  up 
his  hands,  express  horror,  but  all  fails.  ' 

He  dashed  boldly  up  to  the  attack  on  classic  Greek  .on  one 
point  or  so,  but  went  under  there.  He  has  failed  in  every 
point — failed  in  all. 

And  now,  what  can  he  do?  Of  course  he  has  to  say  some- 
thing. He  is  here  to  support  a  great  interest.  He  must  go 
ahead. 

But  look  at  our  side.  Lexicons  all  support  us — Greek  lex- 
icons, Hebrew  lexicons,  Arabic  lexicons,  the  dreaded  Syriac 
lexicons — Ethiopic,  Chaldee,  all  are  with  us. 

Classic  Greek  pours  a  storm  of  grape  and  canister,  of  red- 
hot  shot  and  shell  into  their  camp.  Their  own  authors  cloee 
up  egress  and  shut  them  helplessly  in  where  the  pitiless  storm 
beats  upon  their  exposed  and  uncovered  ranks. 

The  Laver  and  daily  Jewish  baptisms  come  in  with  a  terri- 
ble force  and  sweep  the  field.  Vov  fifteen  hundred  years  miUionSf 
billions — hundreds  of  millions — hundreds  op  billions — ^yea,  and 
a  TRILLION  upon  them,  of  baptisms,  all  by  affusion,  under 
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that  influence,  backed  by  that  record — John  baptized  with 
water  and  Christ  gave  the  commission ! — [  Thne  out 

\The  following  interooloquy  then  took  place  between  the  debaten.}— 

Dr.  Gsaveb— Will  Eld.  Dltzler  tell  me  what  word  in  Qyiiao  answers 
to  dl^  in  English  ? 

Db.  DrrzLEBr— I  will  tell  you  in  the  morning. 

Db.  Gbayeb— Why,  my  boy  of  fifteen  summers  could  do  bb  well  as 
that— only  give  him  the  requisite  lexicons.    I  wish  you  to  answer  me  now. 

Db.  Ditzler— Well,  tamash  is  sometimes  used  in  that  sense. 

Db.  Gbaveb— Well,  now,  will  you  abide  by  that  answer  and  say  that 
tamcMh  would  be  the  proi)er  rendering  of  the  English  word  dip  f 

Db.  DrrzLEB— Well,  perhaps  t9eva  would  come  nearer  in  meaning  to 
d^  tbMa  tamaah. 

Db.  Gbayeb— Will  you  say,  then,  that  iseva  is  the  fdll  and  adequate 
translation  of  d^  into  8yriac  ? 

Db.  Ditzlkb— WeU,  in  point  of  fact  I  doubt  whether  there  be  any 
one  word  in  Syriac  that  answers  entirely  to  our  dip. 
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DR.  GRAVES*^  TWELFTH  SPEECH. 

Argument  from  the  Lexicons. 

Mr.  President: — ^I  commence  now  my  argument  from  the 
lexicons.  This  is  the  first  time  I  have  come  to  inquire  what 
the  lexicons  say.  I  have  been  trying  to  show  you,  by  collating 
passages  in  which  baptidzo  occurs  from  the  New  Testament  and 
the  classics  of  the  ancient  and  modern  Greek  authors, «what  is 
the  U8US  loquendi  of  baptidzo  to  enable  you  in  a  good  degree  to 
exercise  an  independent  judgment  without  aid  from  the  leyi- 
cous;  fok*  it  is  to  these  sources  the  lexicographers  refer  to  ascer- 
tain the  meanings  they  give  to  words.  Let  us  now  see  what 
th^  have  found  baptidzo  to  mean  when  used  by  the  Greeks 
themselves. 

80  many  have  such  an  undue  respect  and  reverence  for  lexi- 
cons,! wish  to  say  here,  that  they  are  not  an  ultimate  authority. 
Their  definitions  are,  or  should  be,  founded  upon  the  use  of 
Greek  writers,  else  they  are  worthless  aa  authorities.  No  lex- 
icographer has  any  right  to  insert  an  GrbUrary  meaning  of  a 
term.  He  is  not  to  be  trusted  if  he  inserts  a  solitary  meaning 
that  he  carmot  justify  by  the  use  of  one  or  mjore  standard  Greek 
writers.  Xx^y  man  has  a  perfect  right  to  go  back  of  any  Greek 
lexicon  to  the  original  sourcey  the  Greek  writers  themselves,  as 
any  English  reader  has  to  appeal  from  Webster,  to  Addison, 
Pope,  Dryden  or  Shakspeare,  for  the  definition  of  any  given 
word.  Usage  is  the  Supreme  Court  of  appeals,  by  whose 
decision  every  proposed  interpretation  must  ultimately  stand 
or  fall.  Now,  while  I  say  this,  I  am  willing  to  settle  this  whole 
question  by  the  testimony  of  lexicographers. 

On  ReaJ  Meaninge,  m  0|»poied  to  Figiinitive. 

You  have  heard  Baptist  writers  and  speakers  chai*ged  wiA 
false  statements  when  they  say,  as  they  are  wont  in  general 
terms  with  Dr  Kobinson,  President  of  Brown  University,  that 
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all  lexicographers  give  "  to  dip,"  "  to  immerse,"  as  the  only 
proper  signification  of  baptidzo.  We  all  mean  by  this,  tliat  all 
give  "to  immerse"  as  th^ primary j  literal  meaning  of  baptkhoj 
and  our  rules  say  that  the  primary,  the  definition  that  all  lexi- 
cographers place  first,  *  is  the  only  reed  and  proper  definition. 
We  do  not  mean  that  there  are  uojiffurativej  poetical,  mere  ideal 
meanings,  as  "buried  in  sleep,"  "immersed  In  wine,"  "in 
taxes,"  "in  debt,"  "in  care,"  "in  tears,"  "in  suffering,"  "bap- 
tized in  his  own  blood,"  but  we  say  that  no  secondary  or 
figurative  use  of  the  term  is  the  literal,  physical  and 
real  definition,  and  therefore,  whatever  my  opponent  may  say. 
Baptists  are  justified  by  the  highest  critical  authorities  as, 
Erne8ti,Morus  and  Stuart,  in  assuming  that  to  dip,  to  immerse, 
are  the  only  reai  definitions  the  lexicons  give  to  bapUdzo^  since 
these  are  the  only  meanings  they  give  as  the  primary  or  literal 
meanings.  Therefore,  I  ^ish  it  distinctly  understood  that 
whenever,  in  this  discussion,  I  give  the  primary  meanings  of 
baptidzo^  as  laid  down  in  the  lexicons,  I  understand  myself  as 
giving  the  true,  real,  physical  definitions  of  the  word,  and  am 
not  open  to  the  charge  of  garbling  or  suppressing  any  part 
of  the  truth  respecting  the  real  definition.  I  will  be  excused 
for  repeating  here,  because  it  is  the  proper  place,  the  rule  I 
laid  down  in  my  last  speech,  touching  real  definitions.     The 

FIRST  DEFINITION  EVER  GIVEN  TO  A  WORD  IN  THE  AGES  OF  AGES 
PAST,  IS  THE  ONLY  TRUE  PRIMARY,  AND  IS  THE  MEANING  WE  SHOULD 

GR'E  THE  WORD  TO-DAY.  In  interpreting  the  Commission — the 
law  of  baptism — we  have  nothing  to  do  with  fanciful,  but 
with  the  Uteraly  physical  definition  of  the  term  baptidzo. 

PhUology,  Etc. 

Now,  as  touching  the  determination  of  the  current  signifi- 
cation of  words  by  the  principles  of  philology, — and  Eld. 
Ditzler^s  newly  discovered  principles  of  philology  that  the 
scholars  of  the  past  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty  years  knew 
nothing  about,  until  broached  by  the  wild  Furst,  of  Germany, 
and  adopted  by  my  opponent,  there  is,  as  yet,  no  accepted 
theory:  it  is  terra  incognitay  a  field  unexplored  by  scholars. 

*  Stokius  a^  Funt  excepted. 
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There  are  no  settled  principles  of  philology  by  which  we  can 
conclnsively  determine  the  current  definition  of  terms  by 
their  etymology.  It  is  true  that  very  often  the  etymological 
is  the  real  physical  sense  of  a  term;  but  then,  words  so  drift 
away  from  this,  that  not  a  shadow  of  their  etymological  mean- 
ing remains — e.  g.y  prevent,  pre,  before  vemOj  I  come;  from 
its  etymology  and  use,  two  hundred  years  ago,  it  signified  to 
gobeforey  to  precedey  but  never  in  our  day.  Then  it  was  its 
primary  and  real  definition,  but  now  its  primary,  to  hinder 
and  go  before  or  precede,  is  not  its  meaning  at  all.  Then 
there  are  many  words  whose  radioes  are  unknown — especially 
is  it  true  of  the  Hebrew  and  Greek  languages.  It  is  owing  to 
the  fact  of  its  being  unexplored  ground  that  men  who  are 
.  given  to  riding  hobby-horses  make  such  frequent  incursions 
into  it,  and  cut  such  fantastic  tricks  in  it,  until  they  break  the 
legs  of  their  hobbies,  and  then  they  "  come  down " — and 
mbmde — having  been  the  laughing  stock  of  standard  scholars 
for.  a  brief  hour,  they  pass  away  and  the  mention  of  their 
names  in  after  years  excites  only  a  smile — they  are  never  re- 
ferred to  as  authorities  by  sober  men.  Germany  once  had 
such  a  man,  and  his  name  was  Furst.  He  was  known  as  the 
**  wild  "  or  "  crazy"  critic,  and  the  strange  principles  of  philology 
you  have  heard  from  my  opponent  were  conceived  in  Furst's 
brain— 2.e.  that  the  primary  meaning  of  a  term  is  the  first 
meaning  ever  given  to  it,  or  as  Elder  Ditzler  calls  it,  the  Ai9- 
torical  primary,  although  that  meaning  has  ceased  to  be  a 
meaning  now!  But  what  have  we  to  with  the  probable  first 
meaning  of  the  term  baptidzo.  We  want  the  Uteraly  generally  un- 
derstood current  meaning  when  Christ  used  it.  It  seems  that 
every  country  has  had,  or  has  its  "crazy"  critic.  Scotland,  a 
few  years  ago,  had  one  in  the  person  of  Mr.  Ewing  (Presby- 
terian). He  felt  it  incumbent  upon  him  to  serve  his  church 
by  getting  the  idea  of  immersion  out  ol  baptidzo.  He  affirmed 
that  there  was  a  relation  between  "  &<!pto "  and  the  English 
word  "pop."  By  the  aid  of  his  philological  chemistry  the  ft 
of  bapto  was  converted  into  p,  and  a  into  o,  while  at  the  same 
time  the  to  became  sublimated;  thus  leaving  in  his  critical 
retort,  after  the  labored  process  was  over,  the  word  -popy  and  ao 
poptizOy "  to  pop,"  is  the  primary  meaning  of  baptidzo!     To  muk 
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fanciful  and  puerile  results  does  the  mimetic  theory  of  language 
conduct.  America  has  its  ^' crazy  hobby-rider  in  the  person 
of  Dr.  Dale,  who  can  demonstrate  that  the  real  meaning  of 
baptidzo  invariably  indicates  intua  position  (to  place  «n<Am),  and 
yet  by  his  philological  chemistry,  it  means  only  to  sprinkle  a 
few  drops  of  water  upon  the  subject!  My  opponent, I  hear  has 
recently  smashed  the  pretty  hobby-horse  of  his  Bro.  Dale, 
ambitious  to  have  the  whole  field  to  himself  and  his  newly 
constructed  philological  pony.  I  aflfectionately  forewarn  him 
of  his  untimely  end.  He  should  cultivate  in  himself  a  higher 
ambition  than  to 

''Shine  to  ddude^  and  dassle  to  expire.'' 

As  for  the  probable  etymology  of  baptidzo^  I  have  no  theory. 
Curtius,  whom  Dr.  Benezler  informs  us  is  one  of  the  ablest 
philologists  of  Germany,  derives  bapto  from  bathos.  If  now 
we  accept  the  etymology  of  the  learned  German,  this  becomes 
additional  evidence  that  bapto  means  to  dip  or  plunge  into;  for 
bathos  in  Greek  signifies  deep.  Hence,  baptidzo^  the  word  used 
to  express  the  Christian  ordinance,  being  derived  from  bapto^ 
would  itself  also  partake  of  this  meaning  of  its  primitive. 
Accordingly,  that  must  be  regarded  as  a  not  insignificant 
relationship  that  allies  baptidzo  with  a  Greek  word  that  means 
"deep."  This  etymology  being  accepted,  another  proof  is 
furnished,  in  addition  to  all  the  overwhelming  arguments 
which  exist,  that  baptidzo  means  to  dip  or  to  put  deep  ( bathos) 
into  water. 

"When  Luther  translated  the  Bible  into  German,  he  ren- 
dered the  Greek  baptidzo  by  taufea .  In  defining  this  German 
verb  which  he  had  employed  to  express  the  baptismal  act,  he 
wrote  that  it  is  doubtless  derived  from  the  a(\jective  ^(deep), 
because  whatever  is  tauf  {or  baptized)  is  sunk  deep  into  water. 
Thus,  in  the  German  language,  the  relation  of  the  verb  is 
precisely  similar  to  that  in  the  Greek.  And  it  may  bo  added 
that,  though  now  in  Germany,  baptism  is  performed  by  affu- 
sion, and  this  same  word  taufen  is  retained  to  express  the  act, 
this  only  shows  how,  from  unscriptural  innovations,  words  are 
made  to  take  on  significations  that  did  not  originally  belong 
to  them.     Taufen  is  derived  from  a  word  meaning  "  deep.'* 
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How  iu  the  world  does  pouring  and  sprinkling  answer  at  all 
to  this  radical  meaning?  ELas  not  the  same  departure  from 
its  early  meaning  occurred  with  our  English  word  baptize. 

As  a  full  answer  to  ray  opponent's  historical  primary  theory, 
I  submit  one  illustration.  I  suppose  there  are  lawyers  here. 
Suppose  a  citizen  of  Carrollton  should  bring  an  action  for 
damages  against  a  party  for  jjreoenting  him  from  entering  his 
dwelling.  But  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  moved  the  court 
to  qiuish  the  indictment,  on  the  ground  that  the  pleadings  do 
not  set  forth  that  his  client  had  in  any  form  or  manner 
trencihed  on  the  plaintiff's  rights,  or  even  trespassed  on  his 
property.  They  merely  set  forth  that  the  defendant  prevented 
plaintiff  in  returning  to  his  dwelling — that  is,  defendant  only 
entered  plaintiff's  dwelling  before  pUdntiff  did,  but  that  he  did 
this  with  any  evil  or  felonious  purpose,  it  is  not  attempted  to 
show.  The  counsel  would  then  clench  his  argument  by 
adding: 

'*  May  it  please  the  court,  nothing  is  more  clear  than  that 
the  very  etymology  of  the  term  shows^  as  the  court  is  too  well 
aware  to  make  it  necessary  for  me  to  insist  on  the  point  at 
large,  that  to  prevent  a  man — which  is  all  that  is  alleged  against 
my  client — is  to  go  before  him^  whicli  defendant  claims  is  the 
true  *'  historical  primary."  I  therefore  move  that  the  coort 
dismiss  the  action  with  costs." 

What  do  you  think  of  such  an  ailment  as  that?  Why, 
two  hundred  years  ago,  *'  to  go  before "  was  the  curreot 
meaning  of  the  word  *^  prevent,"  as  our  version  of  the  Bible 
abundantly  proves. 

Raplioation. 

1.  I  reserve  what  more  I  have  to  say  touching  the  Syriaevoiv 
sion  and  cognate  matters,  for  my  argument  from  vereion8,Mm 
this  remark :  Suppose  I  should  grant  that  Christ  did  speak  in 
the  Syriac  or  Aramaen  dialect,  he  did  not  give  the  commission 
in  that  language,  nor  did  the  Holy  Spirit  select  it  in  which  to 
give  us  the  New  Testament.  The  Greek  is  the  inspired  text; 
the  Syriac  version,  made  centuries  after  Christ,  is  a  hoouui 
and  a  fallible  one,  and  is  not  to  be  compared  with  the  Divine 
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text,  and  even  could  he  prove  that  the  Syriac  version  gave 
sprinkle  in  every  place  where  baptidzo  is  used  in  the  Sacred 
text,  the  fact  would  not  weaken  my  argument,  but  it  would 
destroy  the  claims  of  the  Syriac,  as  being  a  reliable  version. 
But  it  is  improbable  that  Christ  spoke  in  Syriac,  and  in  no 
instance  does  the  Syriac  translate  baptidzo  by  a  verb  that  pri- 
marily means  to  sprinkle. 

2nd.  What  does  he  mean  by  sayi  ug  that "  the  word  for  the  bap- 
tism of  the  Savior  is  brecho?  Does  he  mean  in  the  Ghreekt  It 
certainly  is  not.  Does  he  mean  in  the  Syriac  version?  It 
most  certainly  is  not.  What  does  he  mean?  Christ  never 
was  physically  baptized  but  once,  in  whole  or  in  part,  his 
feet  never  were  baptized  when  his  body  was  not — breoho  is 
nowhere  used  for  baptism  in  any  sense. 

8rd.  Nor  IB  brecho  interchanged  with  baptidzo  by  any  apostle 
or  apostolic  Christian.  lam  compelled  to  meet  such  assertions 
with  an  unqualified  denial,  until  some  shadow  of  proof  is 
submitted.  This  is  not  the  place  for  assertions,  but  for  proofs. 
Let  him  produce  one  instance  in  the  Greek  of  the  Old  or  New 
Testament  where  tomi,  the  proper  Hebrew  synonym  of  bapiidzoy 
is  translated  by  brecho — to  sprinkle — or  where  brecho  is  inter- 
changed with  taval  or  baptidzo,  or  any  word  referring  to  Chris- 
tian baptism.  Until  he  does  so,  let  him  no  longer  affirm 
that  "  the  land  was  baptized  with  the  falling  rain,"  or  that 
"David  baptized  his  couch  with  his  tears,"  or  "Mary  the 
Savior's  feet."  He  has  no  right  to  use  the  term  baptize,  in 
these  instances.  No  land  anywhere  was  ever  baptized,  no  bed 
was  ever  baptized,  and  Mary  never  baptized   any  one ! 

4th.  Scholars  will  decide,  where  the  crushing  applies — I  have 
no  concern. 

6th.  Origen — ^he  is  never  done  saying,  declares  that  the  wood 

(Elijah's)  altar,  was  immersed — overwhelmed — with   water. 

Very  well;  no  one  disputes  it;  but  I  say  he  spoke  figuratively, 

as  writers  do  when  they  say, "  the  land  was  drenched — baptized 

— in  the  blood  of  its  sons."    It  matters  not,  with  what  vessel — 

a  barrel  or  tub — or  how  the  water  was  applied  to  the  altar. 

Origen  said  it  was  immersed,  a  manifest  metonymy — ^the  effect  for 

the  act;  it  was  as  wet  as  if  it  had  been  immersed. 
17 
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6th.  But  I  "came  back  feebly  on  perfimdo.^^  Well,  it  is  a 
most  feeble  thing.  Is  not  the  preposition  per^  all  over, "all 
about"  in  composition  with  /ando— to  pour  out,  to  sprinkle — 
aud  hence  does  not  perfundere  mean  to  "  overpour,"  "  to  be- 
sprinkle"— and,  of  course,  this  and  all  similarly  compounded 
verbs,  denoting  to  divide,  to  scatter,  can  take  an  indivisible 
object  without  an  additional  preposition — it  has  one.  Is  this, 
the  last,  the  best  he  can  do  with  my  destructive  canon  ? 

7th.  He  demands  proof  of  what  never  before  was  questioned 
by  living  man,  much  less  a  scholar — i,  e.  that  Agamemnon 
"  immersed  himself, dipped  himself  "  clear  under." — Ex.  65.  I 
find  it  in  the  very  text  itself.  It  cannot  be  "parsed" — con- 
strued with  any  other  sense.  Then  I  bring  an  authority  whom 
Eld.  D.  never  doubts,  however  often  he  may  contradict — f.  e. 
Jacob  Ditzler — see  Wilkes  and  Ditzler's  Debate — attempting 
to  keep  Judith  out  of  the  water.  He  says  "if  she  had  gone 
into  the  water,  eis,  with,  the  accusative  would  have  been  used." 
Very  well.  In  this  case  as  in  the  case  of  the  baptism  of  Jesus, 
we  have  eis  with  the  accusative  —  baptiaon  eis  Umnen^ — im- 
mersing himself  in  the  lake!  He  therefore  did  go  "clear 
under,"  according  to  the  authority  of  Jacob  Ditzler^  and  then, 
according  to  the  superstition  that  ordered  the  immersion,  the 
person  must  go  "clear  under"  to  receive  any  benefit  from 
the  charmed  waters  of  the  lake. 

Then  I  have  three  or  four  times  asked  him  to  tell  you  if 
King  Agamemnon  survived  his  immersion  into  the  lake  Copais, 
when  on  his  way  to  the  Trojan  war,  but  he  is  as  silent  as  the 
grave.  I  will  tell  you.  He  was  in  the  ten  years'  siege  of 
Troy  after  that  immersion,  and  returned  to  his  kingdom  agaifi. 
Why  would  he  not  refer  to  this  ?  By  this  example  alone  we 
can  determine  the  classic  use  of  baptidzo,  that  it  is  to  immerse, 
and  we  learn  how  to  render  "  eis  ton  Jbr<faw«n,"  for  we  have  here 
a  similar  phrase,  ^^baptizoon  eis  ten  Kopaida  Umnenj^  which 
Stuart,  a  Pedobaptist,  translates  ''^plunging  into  lake  Oopai$,^^ 
If  the  latter  must  be  translated  "  immersing  into  the  lake  Co- 
pais" the  former  must  be  "  immersed  into  the  river  Jordan/' 
And  since  he  is  so  fond  of  these  Greek  examples,  I  give  bim 
another,  and  mark  if  he  notices  it  at  all. 
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Plutarch,  who  was  born  only  fifty  years  after  Christ,  On  Si(r 
perstitiony  III.  The  superstitious  man,  consulting  the  jugglers 
on  his  frightful  dreams,  is  told : 

'*  Call  the  old  Expiatrix  and  plunge  (baptize)  thyself  into  the  sea,  and 
spend  a  day  sitting  on  the  ground." 

Notice  the  Greek,  kai  baptison  seauton  da  thahssan.  Here  we 
have  Eld.  Ditzler's  eis  with  the  accusative,  and  it  must,  there- 
fore, mean  into  the  sea,  and  plunging  into  the  sea  I  am  inclined 
to  believe  that  he  was  immersed,  dipped  under  the  water,  over- 
whelmed by  it,  but  if  no  living  being  ever  survived  an  immer- 
sioi^,  how  could  the  man  of  bad  dreams  spend  a  day  sitting 
upon  the  shore  after  it  ?  Eld.  Ditzler  will,  of  course,  explain 
all  this,  but  he'll  never  take  back  his  assertion — never !  Will 
he  read  it  "  sprinkle  thyself  into,"  or  "  with  the  sea  ?"  Stuart 
and  all  critics  translate  this,  "  plunge  yourself  into  the  sea," 
etc. 

Now,  mark  well  two  things.     We  have  here  the  very  same 

verb  and  regime  that  we  have  in  the  Commission — the  law  of 

baptism — the  preseiit  participial  form  of  baptidzo^  having  the 

force  of  the  imperative,  and,  therefore,  if  the  sorceress  did 

command. the  subject  of  bad  dreams  to  immerse,  and  not  to 

sprinkle  or  pour  himself  in    the  sea,  then,  as  certainly  did 

Christ  command  his  apostles  to  immerse  believers;  and,  if  eis 
ten  thalassan  took  the  subject  into  the  water  of  the  eea,  then, 

eis  tan  Jordane  took  Christ  and  the  subjects  he  baptized  into 

the  waters  of  the  Jordan.     Eld.  Ditzler,  nor  any  living  man 

can  escape  these  conclusions. 

Eut  did  you  notice  how  he  disposed  of  the  fox  case,  Example 
86?  With  the  Greek  text  before  his  eyes  he  told  you  that 
"the  man  baptized  the  fox's  tail  with  oil,  and,  therefore,  it 
must  have  been  done  by  pouring  the  oil  upon  his  tail,  and  not 
by  dipping  the  tail  into  the  oil."  There  is  certainly  nothing 
in  the  Greek  that  intimates  that  the  fox's  tail  was  baptized,  but 
it  says:  "The  man  baptizing  tow  in  some  oil  bound  it  to  the 
fox's  tail  and  set  fire  to  it."-  There  is  something  about  the 
Greek  that  wonderfully  confuses  my  opponent's  mind.  From 
this  and  the  specimens  he  has  given  us,  translating  Greek  cer- 
tainly is  not  his  forte.     I  did  not  expect  anything  like  this 
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from  the  reputed  master  of  forty  languages  who  never  makes 
a  mistake  about  facts  of  any  sort.  By  no  grammar  of  the 
Greek  language  can  he  translate  this  passage  Kai  stupeian  elaio 
bapHsaSj  as  he  has  done,  poured  oil  upon  the  tow;  for  the  toWy 
not  the  oily  is  the  direct  object  of  the  verb,  and  elaio  oil  is  the 
simple  dative  of  element  and  must  be  translated  in  oil. 

You  have  heard  how  he  sought  to  cover  his  defeat  here  by 
turning  this  case  into  a  ridiculous  test,  that  this  case  reminded 
him  of  my  sliding  hold  upon  the  tail  of  immersion.  I  did  not 
come  here  to  jest  or  to  trifle,  as  God  is  my  witness,  but  if  it  is 
pleasantry  he  relishes,  then  I  submit  it  to  this  congregation  if 
the  figure  he  drew  would  not  moie  truly  represent  his  own 
very  slight  hold  on  the  tail  of  the  Syriac!  Why,  sir,' I  asked 
him  last  night  for  the  verb  in  Syriac  that  he  would  say 
undoubtedly  corresponded  to  our  word  "to  dip,"  and  he 
asked  the  whole  night  to  find  the  word !  Why,  sir,  my  boy  of 
sixteen  could,  with  a  lexicon  in  hand,  find  the  word,  only  give 
him  one  whole  night  for  it,  then  he  gave  two  and  took  them 
back,  and  hesitatingly,  finally  concluded  there  was  none^^that 
precisely  answered  to  it! " 

Ah,  sir — 

*'  This  index  learning  turns  no  student  pale, 
But  holds  the  eel  of  Science  by  the  taiL^' 

Now,  if  he  has  had  fun  enough,  lam  done  with  it 

But  this  Example  cannot  be  disposed  of  by  a  laugh.  More 
things  than  one  can  be  settled  by  this  single  example.  I  have 
told  you  that  the  proper  rendering  of  the  simple  preposition 
"  en "  would,  in  the  various  passages  in  the  New  Testament 
settle  the  whole  baptismal  question,  and  so  the  very  rule  by 
which  the  phrase — stupeion  baptisas  elaio  can  alone  be  properly 
rendered  will  give  us  the  grammatical  rendering  of  ^^baptidzo 
hudatij  baptisei  en  pneumati  kai  puri" — one  sentence  that  illus- 
trates the  dative  of  element,  with  or  without  the  preposition  en. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  dwell  upon  this  case  to  torture  my 
opponent,  but  he,  with  the  opposers  of  immersion,  in  defiance 
of  the  well  known  rules  of  grammar,  persistently  translates  the 
dative  of  element,  whether  with  or  without  the  preposition  m 
by,  withy  whenever  it  refers  to  the  baptism  of  water  or  of  tha 
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Holy  Spirit,  and  you  witnessed  the  laugh  he  created  among 
the  four  and  twenty  Elders  on  the  left,  and  the  friends  of 
sprinkling,  when  he  treated  not  as  a  scholar,  those  ex- 
pressions of  John  the  Baptist.  (Luke  iii,  16).  "jG^o  mm 
hudcUi  bapUdzo.  .  .  .  Aubs  humas  baptisei  en  pneumati  agioo  kai 
puri.^*  ^^Baptidzo  hudatiy  baptisei  en  pneumati  kai  puri.'^  Does 
he  not  know,  does  not  every  school  boy  know,  that  the 
dative  answering  to  the  question  ^^wherein"  is  used  without 
the  preposition,  the  en  being  understood  ?  Has  he  not  met 
scores,  if  not  hundreds  of  instances  in  his  Greek  Testament,  if 
he  reads  it?  Notice  these:  "  Tautito  nuktij'  "in  that  night," 
(Luke  vii,  42.)  "JZfeon  too  pneumati"  (the  very  word,)  "fervent 
in  spirit^'  (Acts  xviii,  25.)  Will  Elder  Ditzler  say  "with  the 
night"  and  "witn  the  spirit?"  ^'Poreaesthai  hooduois  autois,'' 
"to- walk  in  their  own  ways."  (Acts  xiv,  16.)  The  dative 
here  answers  to  the  question  ^^wherein"  as,  following  baptidzo 
hudaXi  answers  the  same  "  in  water  as  in  the  enveloping  ele- 
ment in  which  the  act  took  place."  The  dative  is  also  used 
without  the  preposition,  in  answer  to  the  question  ^^ where j^ 
or  the  element  in  or  within  which  anything  is  said  to  be  done. 
And  if  he  sees  fit  to  join  issue,  I  will  give  him  instances  for 
half  an  hour  from  the  classics,  if  he  can  possibly  leave  the 
Syriac  long  enough  to  attend  to  a  thoroughly  scholarly  discus- 
sion. It  is  time  for  bold  assertions  to  give  way  to  grammatical 
rules.  I  will  defend  Conant,  whose  scholarship  he  is  wont  to 
depreciate,  and  translate  this  once  more;  "He  immersed  the 
tow  in  oil  and  bound  it  to  the  fox's  tail."  Stuart  gives  two 
instances  to  illustrate  this  construction  of  the  dative  of  ele- 
ment without  a  preposition.  "They  dip  the  wool  themio  in 
warm  water."    "Dipped  oistois  in  the  gall  of  serpents." 

He  takes  this  profoundly  critical  notice  of  Example  30. 
"The  party  breathed  like  one  baptized — who  can  breathe 
when  immersed  ?"  I  must  noi  say  he  intentionally  misstates 
the  text — it  was  before  his  eyes — I  will  say  he  makes  a  gross 
mistake  as  to  the  fact,  that  he  palpably  misquotes  and  perverts 
what  the  author  does  say.  He  says,  "  she  breathed  as  persons 
breathe  after  having  been  immersed " — not  one  while  under 
the  water,  but  like  one  who  had  been  a  little  while  under  it 
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The  case  is  manifestly  against  him,  and  he  does  see  it,  or  he 
would  have  quoted  it  correctly. 

I  obtained  from  the  Elder,  the  chapter  and  verse  in  Ezekiel, 
where  he  said  the  Hebrew  declared  the  land  was  baptized  by 
being  rained  upon,  and  what  do  you  think  I  found  ?  The  He- 
brew word  there  is  to  Aar,  "  to  cleanse/'  not  taval,  "  to  dip/* 
nor  even  rachats^  '*  to  wash ''  nor  any  word  that  ever  signified 
or  is  ever,  in  God's  word  used  to  express  "  to  dip/'  "  to  im- 
merse/' or  any  term  that  enters  into  this  controversy.  The 
Greek  of  the  seventy  gives  brechomene,  "  moistened ! "  What 
right  had  Elder  Ditzler  to  say  the  original  reads  "to  baptize?^ 
Will  he  now  tell  us  the  word  inSyriac  in  the  passage  he 
translates  baptized?    I  will  tell  him  it  is  not  ^^amad.*^ 

Touching  the  testimony  of  Julianus,  let  him  but  produce 
the  text,  and  I  will  show  that  his  translation  and  construction 
of  it  is  both  incorrect  and  misleading.  Julian  us  never  said 
that  perfundere  was  a  real  or  Uieral  meaning  of  baptidzo—and 
what  if  he  had?  What  he  did  suggest  was  promptly  rebuked 
by  Augustine.  Nor  does  Schleusner,  or  Stokius,  or  Schaett- 
gennius  give  perfundere  as  a  real  or  proper  meaning  of  baptulzoy 
but  only  to  dip,  to  immerse.  Tropical  and  poetical  meanings 
are  something  else,  and  are  never  used  in  the  language  of  law. 
As  for  my  opponent's  battlements,  I  candidly  confess  I  have 
not  been  able  to  descry  anything  that  would  pass  for  one 
above  ground ;  and  if  I  have  once  been  in  the  ditch,  it  was 
when  I  went  after  my  opponent. 

In  my  argument  from  lexical  authorities,  I  will  DOtice  bis 
statement  that  tingo  means  to  sprinkle,  and  that  TertoUian 
used  it  in  this  sense. 

He  denies  that  the  Eastern  or  Greek  Church  "  all,"  [always, 
or  all  branches  of  it?]  baptizes  by  dipping;  but  ^ves  no  au- 
thority to  support  his  assertion. 

There  is  no  one  fact  so  patent  in  the  history  of  that  cbarch; 
no  one  fact  better  known.  It  is  simple  waste  of  time  to  prove 
this  to  have  been  the  universal  practice  of  the  Greek  Charch 
from  its  rise  until  the  present  time.  I  submit  a  single  antbori- 
ty,  lest  here  some  of  his  brethren  may  be  mislead  by  bis 
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tiou,  the  remaining  proof  will  be  given  in  my  argament  from 

the  practice  of  the  Greek  church. 

Dr.  Wall.*—' 'The  Greek  church  in  all  its  branchee  of  it  does  still  use 
immersion.''  ''All  the  Christians  in  Asia,  all  in  Africa,  and  about  one- 
tliird  part  of  Europe,  are  of  the  last  sort,  in  which  third  part  of  Europe 
are  comprehended  the  Christians  of  Grsecia,  Thracla,  Bulgaria,  Rascia, 
Wallachia,  Moldavia,  Bussia,  Nigra,  and  so  on ;  and  even  the  Musco- 
vites, who,  if  coldneas  of  the  country  will  excuse,  might  plead  for  a  dis- 
pensation vrith  the  most  reason  of  any. — His.  ofinf,  i^op., part  ii,  c.  iz. 

When  I  quote  the  lexicons,  I  will  give  you  what  Gaza  says 
of  baptidzO'    His  very  first  meaning  is,  "to  dip  repeatedly!" 

He  again  consumed  a  large  portion  of  his  time  in  citing 
examples  from  Dr.  Conant's  "Baptizein"  on  the  figurative 
uses  of  baptidzo,  I  again  say,  while  it  is  true  there  are  hun- 
dreds of  instances  of  the  figurative  use  of  this  as  of  every 
other  word,  we  are  not  seeking  for  its  figurative,  but  its 
physical  or  real  signification,  as  used  by  the  Savior  in  giving 
the  only  law  for  administering  Christian  baptism.  No  critic 
or  commentator,  and  not  even  a  controversialist  known  to  me, 
ever  claimed  that  ftapft'rfzo,  as  it  stands  in  the  commission,  is  used 
in  a  metaphorical  signification.  If  not,  then  why  does  my 
opponent  spend  all  his  time  in  producing  its  figurative  uses? 
Should  I  take  time  in  noticing  the  examples  he  produces  in 
his  last  speech — every  one  figurative,  as  any  reader  of  com- 
mon intelligence  can  see — I  should  justly  forfeit  the  respect  of 
this  audience,  as  I  am  sure  I  would  that  of  Elder  D.  He  gives 
them  with  the  case  of  Novatus  to  engage,  if  possible,  my  atten- 
tion, and  lead  me  away  from  my  argument.  In  my  argument 
from  the  testimony  of  the  Fathers,  ancient  and  modern  scholars 
and  historians,  I  will  give  the  testimony  of  these  very  men  as 
to  the  meaning  of  the  word  and  the  mode  of  baptism  in  their 
day. 

As  to  his  closing  remarks,  his  exhortation,  or  "  home- 
stretch,'* as  he  calls  it,  I  have  only  this  to  say.  If  he  thinks 
it  worthy  of  his  scholarship,  his  candor,  his  reputation  as  a 
Christian  debater,  worthy  of,  and  suited  to  the  taste  of  his 
people,  I  suppose  I  ought  to  be  satisfied,  since  it  can  injure 
only  himself.  Thinking  men  and  Christians  of  all  names 
will  decide  for  themselves  after  an  examination  of  our  argu* 
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meuts  and  proofs  whether  he  is  warranted  in  his  extravagant 
assertions;  and  it  will  suggest  itself  to  some  that  I  have  not 
yet  examined  a  lexicon  or  a  version,  or  taken  the  testimony 
of  historians,  of  critics,  commentators  or  Pedobaptist  scholars 
as  to  the  meaning  and  use  of  baptidzo,  or  the  practice  of  the 
apostolic  churches! !  How  does  he  know  that  I  have  nothing 
from  all  these  sources  to  bring  forward?    He  could,  with  the 

same  propriety,  have  made  such  assertions  at  the  close  of  his 
first  speech  as  his  last.  It  is  doubtless  one  of  his  old  stereo- 
typed closes,  used  in  some  previous  debate,  and  he  intended 
to  have  used  it  at  the  conclusion  of  his  last  speech  on  this 
proposition,  but  mistakes  will  happen. 

I  here  close  my  examination  of  the  classic  Greek  authors. 
I  have  given  you  21  examples,  out  of  the  hundreds  given  by 
Oonant,  selecting  those  that  would  answer  the  double  purpose 
of  disproving  his  assertion,  and  establishing  the  ususloquendi 
of  the  term  baptidzo  in  classic  Greek.  He  has  not  produced 
an  example  in  which  a  scholar  would  render  baptidzo  by  "to 
sprinkle"  or  "to  pour  upon."  Mark  that,  but  on  the  other 
hand,  to  immerse,  or  its  equivalent,  is  demanded  in  every  case 
denoting  physical  action,  and  all  the  figurative  and  poetic  or 
ideal  meanings  given  of  baptidzo^  are  grounded  upon  the  idea 
of  immersion,  overwhelm,  etc. —  Time  out. 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  TWELFTH  REPLY. 

Gentlbmbn  Moderators. — The  Doctor  returns  to  en  and 
brings  up  the  dative  of  ^^whither  ?  "  and  talks  glibly  of  schol- 
arship. That  part  will  do  for  children.  Now  he  asserts  that 
hudati  occurring  without  the  en,  is  under  the  heading  "where- 
in ?"  Is  not  that  rich  ?  The  dative  is  here  used  then,  not  of 
instrumentality,  as  speak  with  the  voice,  {phonae)^  smite  tcith 
the  sword,  baptize  trf^A  water,  with  the  Spirit,  with  fire,  but  be 
makes  it  an  answer  to  wherein  ?  In  what  fire,  in  what  Spirit, 
in  what  water  ?  Wherein  were  ye  baptized  ?  That  will  do  for 
"torture'*  to  the  King's  English  and  Luke's  Greek,  but  no 
torture  to  118.  He  cites  "tenft*  to  nuktC^  as  a  case  in  hand.  Is 
the  night  pointed  to  as  an  instrument  with  which  something 
is  done,  as  is  water,  or  the  spirit,  or  fire  ?  or  is  it  referred  to  as 
a  point  of  time  in  which  or  during*  which  something  took 
place?  In  the  night,  during  the  night,  on  that  night  even, 
would  all  answer  to  that  use  of  the  dative,  but  it  would  not  do 
for  this  use,  during,  in,  on  the  water.  He  cites  "fervent  iu 
spirit,"  too  pneumati.  Does  this  or  the  next  one  he  cites  answer- 
ing he  says  to  "wherein,"  point  out  that  the  spirit  is  the 
instrument  with  or  by  means  of  which  we  are  made  fervent  ? 
O  no,  he  will  say.  Then  it  is  not  a  case  in  hand  at  all.  The 
nicer  force  of  the  Greek,  is  fervent  in  rey>ect  to  the  spirit.  That 
is  we  are  to  be  fervent.  Wherein  ?  In  what  respect  ?  Now 
comes  in  that  use  of  the  dative — fervent  in  reference  to  the 
spirit;  our  spiritual  nature  is  fervent.  But  he  says  the  dative 
is  used  "in  answer  to  the  question  where  ?  "  and  wants  me  to 
join  issue  there !  Indeed !  But  is  that  the  use  of  the  dative 
anoint  with  oil  (en),  or  sprinkle  with  blood  (Aaimafe*),  thousands 
on  thousands  of  such  examples  filling  up  the  volume  of  Greek 
the  world  over — ^is  that  use  of  it  in  answer  to  where  ?  What 
does  he  mean?  Did  John  mean  in  what  fire?  where  was  the 
fire?  where  the  water?  where  the  Holy  Spirit  in  which  people 
were  to  be  baptized  ?    Nothing  of  the  kind.     We  have  already 
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given  examples  enough  on  en — could  multiply  them  a  hundred 
fold.  There  is  no  proof  as  to  the  primary  meaning  of  en;  his 
assertion  has  no  support.  Nor  is  his  count  true  or  just  If 
ai  occurred  5000  times  meaning  m,  6y,  at  locally j  and  only  10 
times  meaning  with  as  an  instrumentality^  it  helps  him  not  Bat 
hundreds  of  times  in  Bible  Greek  en  means  wUh.  We  gave  a 
number  of  cases. 

But  we  have  an  endless  contest  on  what  is  the  primary — 
whether  it  is  mere  current  use,  or  the  first  meaning  the 
word  had.     We  say  the  latter,  Dr.  G.  th<^  former. 

Fairbairn  ( Hermaneutical  Manual,  p.  97|)  after  the  very 
judicious  remarks  of  §4  p,  98,  gives  us  the  best  poseible  role 
on  the  subject : 


^*In  the  great  minority  of  cases,  the  etifmological  ig  also  the  attutil 
of  the  word ;  and  even  when  the  acquired  or  metaph<Hical  ose  oomes 
inatt'daJly  to  differ  from  tlie  primary  one,  the  knowledge  of  the  primary  ia 
Htill  of  service,  as  most  commonly  a  certain  tinge  or  impress  of  it  survives 
even  in  the  ultimate." 

On  p.  96  he  dwells  oi^  the  folly  of  ''making  what  is  the  jprf- 
mary  ground  of  our  words  and  ideas,  their  ultimate  standard 
and  measure."  He  contrasts  "acquired  or  metaphorical"  w'ith 
the  "primitive  and  sensational  meaning" — 2.6.,  meaning  known 
by  sense,  as  Fowler  explains :  "Words  thus  in  current  use 
sometimes  escape  altogether  from  their  original  meaning."  Thus 
this  great  standard  explicitly  tells  us  the  current  is  not  the 
primary  meaning. 

But  Jahn  is  a  great  standard  alf^o  in  these  matters.  Intro* 
duction  to  the  Old  Testament,  p.  95,  §  31,  he  says. 


** Etymology,  that  is,  the  investigation  of  the  primetry  sifnijieati&m  of 
and  of  the  manner  in  which  other  significations  have  srisoi.    (ItaUcs 

his}.     By  the    primary  signification  is  meant,  that  which  TBS 
INVENTORS  OF  THE  LJkNGUAGE  ORIGIN ALIiY  AFFIXBD  TO  A  WOBO." 

So  Gesenius,  Havernick,  and  all  authorities  treat  it.  It 
remained  for  my  opponent  to  take  a  position  so  wild,  so  absurd, 
and  defiant  of  all  fact  and  the  very  meaning  of  the  word  pri* 
mary,  which  means  first,  the  first  meaning  the  word  had* 
And  as  he  has  never  attempted  to  meet  my  argoments  here, 
and  never  will,  it  stands  in  the  record  demonstrated,  that 
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sprinkle  is  the  primary  meaning  of  baptidzOy  and  immerse  is  a 
derived,  a  metaphorical  meaning-^purely  so. 

CLASSIC  GREEK  ON  BAPTIBZO. 

Dr.  Graves  feels  it  to  be  absolutely  necessary,  as  well  he 
might,  to  come  to  the  rescue  of  dip  in  classic  Greek.  In 
answer  to  my  facts  that  baptidzo  never  means  to  dip,  though 
b<ipto  does  at  times,  but  not  immerse,  he  now  cites  examples, 
15,  16,  39,  59,  65  and  86.  Well,  No.  39  we  already  examined 
and  found  it  damagingly  against  the  learned  Doctor.  Let  us 
examine  the  rest. 

No.  15,  in  Conant:  "The  ship  being  submerged,  (baptized), 
confusion  seized  the  fleet  of  the  barbarians." 

Well,  this  is  not  dipping.  The  ship  was  sunk,  went  to  the 
bottom  of  the  sea,  and  there  it  remains  yet — has  for  two 
thousand  years.  How  would  you  like  such  a  baptism  ?  That 
is  not  dip,  putting  in  and  immediately  withdrawing  the  object. 
In  one  case  we  saw  confusion,  and  plans  of  leaving  a  baptized, 
but  not  immersed  ship.  No  specific  meaning  attached  in 
Polybius  to  baptidzo. 

No.  16,  in  Josephus :  "Continually  pressing  down — i.  e. 
immersing  the  boy,  and  baptizing  him,  as  if  in  phiy."  Now 
what  is  more  common  in  boys  swimming,  than  to  splash  water 
in  each  other's  face,  bedash  with  water?  We  have  often  seen 
it  done,  often  participated,  where  they  stand  and  throw  water 
on  each  other,  till  one  or  the  other  could  not  get  breath,  and 
would  have  to  turn  and  run.  We  see  them  swim  after  another 
and  with  one  hand  throw  on  the  other,  till  it  becomes  almost 
impossible  to  get  breath  in  a  short  time.  One  cannot  breathe 
when  water  is  dashed  rapidly  or  continuously — aei — all  the  time 
— in  the  face.  Had  they  immersed  him  enough  to  cause  to 
perish,  it  would  have  been  evident  malice,  but  they  afiused 
him  with  water,  baptized  his  face  so  it  sufl:bcated  him,  as  well 
as  often  pressing  him  down — barountes,  immersing,  barounies 
expressing  that. 

The  next  example  is  59,  in  Conant :  "But  they,  by  them- 
selves  baptizing,  and  immersing,  (sinking)  {baptidzomenoi  hoi 
hataduonies)  in  the  pools,  were  all  useless,  and  many  of  them 


268  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

also  perished."  How  could  they  be  immersed  by  baptidzo 
here,  when  kataduno^  "immerse,''  has  to  come  after,  to  immerse, 
them  ?  You  know  it  is  the  main  Greek  word  in  constant  use 
for  immerse,  so  rendered  by  all,  and  constantly,  every  time, 
rendered  by  the  only  English  of  immerse  by  Conant,  "sink." 
This  text,  then,  shows  that  baptidzo  does  not  properly  mean 
"immerse"  even  in  the  decline,  the  iron  age  of  Greek. 

He  declares  that  I  said  the  "oil  was  poured  on  the  tail."  I 
will  admit  I  made  a  lapsuSy  a  thing  Dr.  Graves  is  guilty  of 
most  constantly,  but  a  rarity  it  is  with  me.  I  said  tail  for  tow, 
I  admit.  But  now,  the  tow  was  baptized  with  oil,  eteo,  dative 
case,  no  preposition.  Now,  which  is  most  reasonable,  that 
the  man  should  pour  oil  on  the  tow,  or  dip  the  tow  in  the  oil? 
Oil  is  often  thick,  tow  is  so  light  you  could  not  immerse  it  into 
the  oil  unless  you  took  a  stick  or  something  and  pressed  it 
into  the  oil.  It  was  most  natural  and  convenient,  therefore, 
to  pour  the  oil  on  the  light  tow  and  set  it  on  fire,  after  binding 
it  to  the  tail  of  the  fox.  It  is  the  reverse  of  proving  dipping. 
Suppose  it  read  anointed  with  oil,  you  would  say  it  was  aftusion. 
Dr.  Graves  wants  solemnity  now.  Well,  he  introduced  the 
levity,  he  raised  the  laugh,  and  when  we  turned  the  tables 
badly  upon  him  he  is  opposed  to  it.  His  people  thought  it 
was  nice  to  hear  him  talk  as  he  did ;  we  only  dosed  them  with 
their  own  physic. 

Why,  really  the  Doctor  put  on  such  airs  of  manner  that  a 
friend  of  mine  offered  me  his  boy,  who,  he  said,  could  equal 
Dr.  G.,  or  any  one,  cutting  all  sorts  of  "monkey  shines,"  but 
I  declined  the  generous  offer.  Dr.  G.  introduced  the  levity — 
the  moment  he  desists  he  will  find  that  I  have  no  inclination 
that  way. 

Case  71,  in  Conant,  we  already  showed  (Reply  10),  was  no 
case  of  dipping.  It  was  a  mass  of  red-hot  iron  so  large  that 
smiths^  (plural)  were  required  to  draw  it  out — so  it  is  in  the 
Greek — and  we  know  such  a  mass  of  red-hot  iron,  with  its 
"fiery  glow,"  is  not  plunged  into  tubs  of  water  by  smiths  for 
several  reasons.  It  would  ruin  the  iron.  It  would  throw  all 
the  water  out  of  the  tub  or  trough,  and  considerably  to  the 
annoyance  of  the  smiths.    In  such  cases  the  water  is  always 
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sprinkled  or  poured  on  the  iron.  The  Greek  reads — baptized 
with  water — ^**the  fiery  glow"  quenched  with  water — twice  the 
word  hndatiy  with  water,  occurs.  I  want  to  hear  the  Doctor  on 
the  dative  of  instrument,  here.    There  is  no  en  involved  at  all. 

You  will  all  bear  me  out  that  I  have  never  made  a  fling  at 
the  Doctor,  with  the  view  to  discredit  his  scholarship.  I  have 
treated  him  with  every  mark  of  courtesy,  as  the  representa- 
tive of  a  great  and  able  body  of  ministers — himself  a  leader 
of  renown  and  distinction;  all  well  deserved.  If,  however, he 
persists  in  adopting  the  opposite  course  in  regard  to  myself, 
he  may,  perhaps,  tempt  me  to  retaliate,  and  if  he  does,  I  shall 
promptly  call  him  to  a  test  on  languages.  These  matters  are 
not  pleasant.  Dr.  Graves  asked' me,  just  at  the  close  of  my 
speech,  to  tell  him  what  was  the  Syriac  word  for  dip.  I  gave 
him  two  words.  I  paused  a  moment,  looking  at  him  to  read 
his  design,  for  I  knew  he  dad  a  purpose  in  it,  and  a  careless 
answer,  or  one  not  guarded,  might  be  used  for  capital.  I 
knew  that  there  was  no  word  in  Syriac  that  meant  specially  to 
dip  and  that  meant  nothing  else,  and  so  I  told  Dr.  Yarden  (sit- 
ting by  the  Doctor)  what  the  two  words  did  mean — tamash 
and  tzeva^  neither  being  exclusively  dip,  and  never,  in  the 
older  Syriac,  implying  immerse.  Out  of  my  pause  he  now 
seeks  to  make  the  impression  that  it  was  because  I  could  not 
give  it,  that  I  did  not  answer  at  once !  I  gave  them  my  Syriac 
Testament,  (Drs.  Graves  and  Varden),  and  they  have  had  my 
fciyriac  books  all  night.  I  gave  the  answer,  therefore,  im- 
promptu at  his  asking.  Let  us  now  proceed  with  the  argu- 
ment 

In  Ezekiel  xxii.  24.  Now  the  word  purify  in  Hebrew  is 
here  translated  in  the  Syriac  by  baptize.  In  the  Greek  it  is 
brechOy  sprinkling,  rain.  The  mode  is  given.  It  needs 
no  lexicon.  "Thou  art  the  land  that  art  not  baptized;  no, 
upon  thee  the  rain  has  not  fallen."  The  mode  is  pour- 
ing— it  is  baptism.  In  Ps.  vi,  6,  the  Greek  is  brecho^  which 
the  Doctor  insists  is  a  very  slight  sprinkle;  a  light,  gen- 
tle affusion.  That  is  all  true.  But  the  point  is,  that  the 
word  meaning  such  a  little  sprinkling  as  he  tells  of,  is  a  num- 
ber of  times  translated  (tzeva)  baptize  in  the  old  Apostolic  Ver- 
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si  on  of  the  Syriac,  both  in  the  Old  and  New  Testament.  In  the 
second  and  third  centuries  a  sect  of  Christians  called  John's 
Didciples,  as  Neander  Vol.  L,  Judd,  in  Dr.  Graves'  Essay  on 
M.  Stuart — Appendix,  and  Michaelis'  edition  of  Castell's 
Syriac  part  of  his  lexicon  issued  apart,  all  tell  us,  as  well  as 
Asseniani  Bibliotheoa  Oriaitalisy  Tom.  1.,  they  used  this  word 
altogether  for  baptize,  as  far  as  their  writings  have  been  found, 
and  the  noun  form  of  this  word  is  their  name,  and  as  they  bap- 
tized daily,  they  were  called  Hcemero-Baptistai.  One  of  them 
was  pre-eminently  dignified  as  "Me  Baptist"  because  in  being 
put  to  death  his  blood  pouring  from  the  wound  "  baptized  his 
garments,"  as  well  as  himself! 

Well,  lexicons  come  up  again,  and  Furst  is  attacked  with 
renewed  vigor.  But  till  our  points  are  met,  that  is  useless. 
If  we  attack  an  author,  we  give  reasons  for  it  that  all  can 
appreciate.  He  assigns  no  reason,  no  grounds  of  objection 
against  Dr.  .Rabbi  Furst,  himself  an  immersionist,  but  com* 
pelled  by  science  and  truth  to  give  sprinkle  as  the  primary 
meaning  of  baptidzo  in  Hebrew.  We  tell  Dr.  Graves  that  the 
"  craze  '*  of  Furst  all  originated  in  his  own  brain.  He  ntver 
heard  a  word  against  him  in  his  life  save  from  immersion 
"  controversialists." 

But  some  "crazy  "  German  has  given  it  as  his  opinion  that 
bapto  comes  from  bathos.  Indeed !  Then  the  crazy  men  are 
not  all  in  asylums  yet,  evidently.  What  reason,  what  proof, 
what  philological  fact  does  he  give  to  support  it?  Bapto  is 
the  root  of  baptidzo.  Now  if  bapto  comes  from  bathos^  they 
would  have  the  same  fundamental  signification,  and  simply 
part  company  as  they  branched  oS^  as  bapto  and  baptidzo  and 
all  words  of  all  languages  do.  But  bapto  and  bathos  have  not 
a  shade,  not  one  simple  shade  of  meaning  in  common,  neither 
has  bathos  with  baptidzo.  Wash,  cleanse,  drunks  overflow,  over- 
whelm, dip,  "dip  repeatedly,"  never  can  come  from  bathos  in 
Greek.  Bathos  means  "  height,"  as  literally  as  depth,  ^^  aiti* 
tude" — how  much  immerse  is  in  that  as  a  primary} 

Now  for  every  point  we  make,  we  adduce  the  facts  aapport- 
ing  it.  Where  does  bathos  mean  moisten,  smear,  stain,  dye, 
color,  or  wash  ?    Of  all  "  crazy  men "  this  is  th*e  craziest. 


Mode  of  Baptism.  371 

Hence  the  wild  folly  of  such  guesses  the  more  requires  that  we 
strictly  adhere  to  scientific  principles  and  facts. 

We  will  now  introduce  more  Greek  witnesses.  Origen,  the 
most  learned  of  all  the  Fathers,  the  son  of  a  renowned 
martyr,  who  was  born  only  eighty-four  years  after  John's 
death,  whose  immense  Greek  works  that  survive  now,  make 
nine  huge,  folio  volumes,  comments  on  1  Kings  xviii.  33, 
where  Elijah  had  four  pitchei^s  of  water,  so  it  reads  in  the 
Hebrew  and  Greek,  and  all  ancient  versions,  '•  pitchers,"  water- 
buckets,"  (kadim)  poured  on  the  altar,  it  built  of  stone  and 
wood  on  the  top  of  Carmel,  a  mountain,  during  the  three 
year's  drouth.  This  Greek  calls  it  '•  baptizing  the  altar." 
**How  came  you  to  think  that  Elias,  when  he  should  come, 
would  baptize,  who  did  not  baptize  the  wood  (ta  zula)  upon 
the  altar  in  the  days  of  Ahab,  though  it  needed  cleansing, 
( loutro ),"  etc. 

Basil,  a  Greek  Father  of  the  fourth  century,  (A.  D.  310), 
calls  it  baptizing.  "Elias  showed  the  power  ot  baptism  on 
the  altar,  having  consumed  the  victim  *  *  *  by  water  *  *  * 
the  water  *  *  *  was  for  the  third  time  poured  on  the  altar  * 
*  *  The  Scriptures  hereby  show  that  through  baptism  he 
that,"  etc.  He  "  baptized  the  wood,"  "  poured  water  on  the 
wood."  ''  The  power  of  baptism  on  the  altar,"  water  poured 
on  it.  Now  it  is  useless  to  waste  time  on  the  mode  here.  The 
pitchers  of  water  were  poured  on  an  altar  of  wood  on  stones, 
an  altar  of  wood  large  enough  to  hold  up  and  burn  up  an  ox. 
Dipping  is  not  in  it,  plunging  is  out  of  all  question,  and  no 
one  pretends  that  it  was  immersion. 

We  read  from  Lightfoot's  Horae  Heb.  ei  Tat  HI.  292,  ( Lou. 
DebaUy  46S)^  of  Beuaiah,  "  he  one  day  struck  his  toot  against  a 
dead  tortoise,  and  went  down  to  Siloam,  where,  breaking  all 
the  little  particles  of  hail,  he  baptized  himself,  (tabal).  This 
was  on  the  coldest  day  in  winter."  Now  the  law,  the  New 
Testament,  and  Apocrypha  all  show  this  required  baptism, 
and  he  did  bi^tise  himself.  But  surely  he  did  not  dip  him- 
self in  '^  the  little  particles  of  hail '^  be  melted  in  bis  hand. 

We  introduce  another  very  important  witness,  Clemens 
AlexandrinuSy  born  a  little  after  John's  death,  wrote  a  vast 


272  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

number  of  Greek  works  about  A.  D.  190.  Thirty-eight  voloroes 
still  survived  in  the  fourth  century,  aud  an  immense  folio 
edition  still  survives.  I  read  from  p.  1352,  voL  1.  Ue  quotes 
Homer  several  times,  and  the  last  sentence  betere  his  quota- 
tion reads: 

**  In  like  manner  they  say  it  becomes  those  who  have  washed  thoa- 
seives  ( Coumenous—i.  e.  louo)  to  go  forth  to  taerifice^  pure  and  bri^L" 

Clemens  e ays : 

'*•  But  purity  is  to  think  purely.  And  indeed  the  likenesB  (eihon)  of  {torn 
baptL8muto9)  the  baptitm  [as  just  seen  in  washing  before  sacrifice]  was  that 
wtiich  was  iianded  down  from  Moses  by  the  poets  thus:  Penelope,  Aov- 
mg  SPRINKLED  htneij  wUh  uaier  (hudraenomenae),  having  on  her  body  dean 
garments,  goes  to  prayer.  And  Telemachus  *  •  •  having  washed 
hib  hands  {cneiras  nipMmenos)  at  the  sea,  prays  to  Atham%tie  (Minerva) 
^Odyusey  11,  261.)  This  custom  of  the  Jews,  as  aUo  the^  ojitn  (poUakiM) 
bapttzea  themselves  upon  a  couch — epi  koittu  Intptidxestkai — (that  is,  when 
meals  are  over — as  they  sat  on  such  often  as  well  as  on  a  trieiinmm)^  is 
well  expressed  in  this  wise :  Be  pure,  not  by  washing  {Umiro)^  but  by 
thinking." 

Here  notice^ — 

1.  ^he  priestly  washings  of  every  kind,  hands — all  are 
denominated  baptism. 

2.  ^'  Penelope  sprinkled  herselj  with  loaterj^  kudor^  watery  and 
rainOy  sprinkle.  Liddell  and  Scott's  Greek  lexicon  defines  the 
word  thus:  ^'to  water y  to  sprinkle  with  toatery  to  pour  oiU  liba- 
tions to,  to  batheyWash  one's  self:  Od.  iv,  '750,  [the  very  Unejtut 
quoted']  to  pour  water  aver  one's  body."  That  is  all.  This  is 
^^  the  imagCf  Ukeness''  of  the  baptism  Moses  handed  down. 

8.  "  The  Jews  daily  baptize  [sitting]  on  a  couch."  What  ia 
the  mode  here  ?  Washing  the  hands  at  the  sea,  and  sprinkling 
water  on  the  body,  are  the  baptisms  put  alongside  thoae  prac- 
ticed by  the  Jews.  Such  is  the  testimony  of  this  learned 
Greek,  so  near  the  apostolic  age. 

VBBSIOKS. 

Tub  Versions. — In  deference  to  and  by  request  of  my 
worthy  opponent,  I  deferred  the  rest  of  the  verBions  till  we 
could  dispose  of  other  matters. 

We  beg  of  you  to  remember  that  these  are  by  foTy  by  almost 
vnfinite  odds,  the  most  accurate,  impartial  and  reliable  sources 
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of  information,  on  this  Bubject,  that  can  be  possibly  adduced 
as  to  what  were  the  meanings,  the  usua  loquendi  in  the  apostolic 
SLge.  The  critics  he  and  I  read  to  you,  lived  from  1500  to 
1800  years  after  Christ  They  wrote  fifteen  to  seventeen  hun- 
dred years  after  the  apostles  were  all  dead.  Many  wrote 
before  some  leading  fiithei-s  of  the  third  century  were  recov- 
ered. The  truth  is,  the  versions  have  never  been  examined  on  this 
subject,  till  we  had  the  honor  to  take  hold  of  the  question. 
The  ease  with  which  Dr.  Judd  exposes  Stuart's  blunders, 
shows  this,  and  it  could  have  been  greatly  extended.  Imn>er- 
sionists  have  quoted  and  used  the  versions  as  they  have  the 
lexicons  and  authorities.  We  have  both  sides  here  now ;  we 
will  examine  them,  as  I  have  at  least  fifteen  or  eighteen 
versions  here  with  me.  The  Peshito  and  Arabic  we  have  ex- 
amined in  our  second  day's  investigations — fourth  speech. 

We  showed  that  baptuizo  is  rendered  by  amad  in  Syriac  and 
Arabic.  That  amad  never  means  to  dip.  That  no  case  has 
been  found  in  the  literature  of  the  world  in  Syriac  where  it 
means  to  imtnerse.  Nowhere  is  any  word  that  properly  means 
to  immerse,  or  dip,  ever  rendered  amad.  On  the  contrary, 
louo  {to  wash,  pour,  sprinkle),  is  translated  by  amad.  The 
pool  of  Siloam,  in  John  ix,  7,  where  people  "  washed,"  is 
rendered  by  the  noun  of  awiarf,  several  times  in  the  Peshito. 
We  saw  that  Castell  tells  us  ^nmaW/y— using  that  word  which 
Michaelis  in  his  edition  of  Castell  abridges  out  as  he  does  a 
great  deal  else,  [I  have  both'\  it  is  to  wash,  derivatively ^ 
(Aphel)  to  immerse:  nowhere  so  occurring  in  the  New  Tes- 
tament. That  it  is  the  same  in  Arabic,  as  Dr.  Graves  told  us 
emphatically,  and  as  Judd  agrees.  But  Castell  tells  us  it  is 
"to  make  wet  with  rain."  Catafago  tells  us  so  in  his  recent 
lexicon,  while  Castell  adds,  to  sprinkle,  sprinkle  with  water, 
with  dew,  bedew,  etc.  Such  a  word  translates  baptidzo  in  Sy- 
riac and  Arabic — ^the  first  in  the  apostolic  age,  the  latter  in  the 
golden  age  of  Arabic  culture,  when  one  man  spoke  seventy-two 
dialects;  when  the  court  of  Al  Raschid  was  the  renown  of  the 
world  for  learning ;  when  Aristotle,  Homer  and  Plato  were 
read,  studied  and  rendered  into  Arabic.  In  thxjLt  age,  baptidzo 
was  translated  by  tzeva^  to  besprinkle,  baptize,  by  gasala,  to 
waslu  sprinkle,  besprinkle,  never  dip,NEVEa  immerse.  Qnsala 
18 
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repeatedly  translates  niptOj  that  never  means  dip,  immerse,  but 
does  mean  to  rain  as  well  as  wash,  pour — Job  xz,  28,  where 
Symmachus  (second  century)  has  it  brecho;  the  Hebrew  and 
English,  rairL  The  Arabic  word  that  translates  mpto  and  brechoj 
sprinkle,  translates  baptidzo,  baptismaj  baptismos.  Yet  they 
claim  the  versions ! !  Later  Syriac  literature  tells  us  of  "  the 
baptism  of  blood  of  martyrdom,"  "  baptism  of  tears^  Was 
ihis  dipping t  Could  men  be  dipped  in  their  own  tears?  im- 
mersed in  their  own  blood,  as  they  were  martyred  in  various 
ways? 

While  the  old  Vulgate  and  Itala  translate  the  other  word  in 
Syriac  and  Arabic  for  baptize,  tzeva^  by  moisten  once,  twice 
by  sprinkle,  conspergatur  and  infunderis;  the  Al  Koran  applies 
it  to  baptism,  and  to  the  juice  of  trees,  their  dripping  sap.  Surely 
drops  {guUa)  of  sap  from  the  cut  in  a  tree,  a  plant,  etc.,  fiilling 
on  objects  is  not  immersion.  Yet  it  was  baptism.  And  this 
word  was  supposed  to  be  so  universally  used  for  immersion^ 
that  Moses  Stuart  surrendered  it  to  them  and  founded  a  leading 
argument  on  it!!  This  shows  how  superficially  he  examined 
the  whole  issue.  Yea,  so  fully  given  over  to  immersion  were 
many  lexicographers,  that  Gesenius  tells  us  this  word  in  Hebrew 
is  "to  dip  in,  to  immerse;  hence  to  tinge,  to  dye,"  and  "in 
the  Targums  often,  to  dye,  to  color;'"  whereas  it  nowhere 
occurs  in  the  Bible  at  all.  The  Ckaldee  word  tzexa  does — only 
in  Daniel — is  rendered  sprinkle  by  Jerome,  as  just  seen. 
Nebuchadnezzar's  body  baptized,  sprinkled  with  the  dew  of 
heaven,"  rendered  "wet,  moisten"  by  Gesenius.  How 
dared  he  say  it  meant  "  immerse,"  in  Hebrew,  when  there  is  no 
such  Hebrew  wordf  When  careful  to  tell  us  it  means  "dye" 
in  Targums,  why  did  he  not  tell  us  it  means  wash  there  ten 
times  to  where  it  means  "  dye  "  once,  and  translates  not  only 
tabaly  baptize,  but  rachats,  loashj  pourf  In  Num.  xix,  7,  8,10, 
16,  and  Lev.  viii,  6,  where  Moses  washes  Aaron  and  sons  at  the 
door  before  the  people^  it  is  tzeva ;  a  clear  case  of  affusion — 
rachats  in  Hebrew,  secho  in  Onkelos. 

Yet  emh  lexicons  are  forced  to  sustain  our  cause  with  such 
daring  antagonism  as  this!  Yet  they  are  called  Pedobaptists 
in  such  a  way  as  to  leave  the  impression  that  thejf  were  affumomr 
istSj  reluctantly  supporting  the  other  sects ! 
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Jtajul  and  Yulgatb.    . 

The  Sola  made  in  the  second  centnry  by  converts  of  the 
apostolic  age,  is  next  to  the  Peshito,  the  most  valuable  t^nsla- 
tiou  we  have.  Jerome's  Y ulgate  and  it,  are  the  same  on  those 
points : 

Ist.  They  transfer  baptidzoj  in  every  instance  in  the  New 
Testament,  not  translating  it  at  all. 

2d.  They  translate  tabal  ( Greek  baptidzo)  2  il^ngs  v,  14,  by 
wash,  lavOy  (wash,  bedew,  sprinkle). 

8d.  They  translate  bapto^  sprinkle — ^Rev.  xix,  18. 

4th.  They  translate  the  Chaldee  for  baptize,  same  as  Syriac 
and  Arabic,  tzevUf  by  "  to  sprinkle  "  twice.  * 

6.  They  never  translate  either  baptidzo  or  tabal  by  baptize. 

-^Ethiopic  Ybbsion. 

Of  this  version,  that  zealous  Baptist  Dr.  Gale,  says : 

'The  Syriac  and  Ethiopio  versions,  which  for  their  antiquity,  must  be 
thought  almost  as  valuable  and  authentic  a«  the  original  itself  ,  being  made 
from  primitive  copies^  in  or  very  near  the  times  of  the  apostles,  and  render- 
ing the  passage  ( Bom.  xix,  13  bapto )  by  words  that  signify  to  eprinkUj 
*  *  •  y^iy  gtrongly  argue  that  he  (Origen)  has  preserved  the  same 
word  which  was  in  the  autograph.''  t 

This  is  more  just  of  the  Syriac,  Sahidic,  and  Itala.  The 
Ethiopic  has  a  word  expressing  definitely  to  immerse,  maabj 
"  to  overflow,  submerse."  It  is  never  used  for  baptize,  etc. 
Now  this  version  renders  — 

1.  Bapto  by  to  sprinkUj  as  Dr.  Qftle  observes . 

2.  It  renders   (katharismos)  purification,  always  performed 

by  sprinklings.    (See  John  ii,  6;  Heb.  ix,  13, 19,  21;  Numbers 
viii,  7;  xix,  18-15, )  by  baptism. 

S.  It  never  renders  baptize  by  immerse  or  any  word  equiva- 
lent to  dip. 

4.  It  renders  baptidzo  tamakj  which  Castell  renders,  '^  to  be 
baptized,  to  baptize."  Neither  he  nor  Ilottinger  renders  it  by 
dip,  plunge  or  immerse.    It  is  the  same  as  UiTnash  in  other 

♦  Dan.  iv.— Conspergatur— inftmderis. 

t  Reflect  on  WaU's  Hist  Inf.  Bap.    Letter  V.  vol.  n,  118  Ed.  of  1862. 
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Hephil  form — derivative  meaning — by  plunge,  wet,  dip,  wash, 
and  gives  Ps.  vi,  7,  "baptized  my  coach  with  my  tears,'^  as  his 
first  proof  text*  It  is  kindred  with  tamal  also,  which  never 
implies  immersion,  but  constantly  applies  to  afiusions.  It 
renders  John  v,  4 :  ix,  7,  Siloam,  "  where  people  washed,  by 
baptizing,"  as  the  Syriac.  Castell  gives  both  plunge  and  mois- 
ten— rigavitj  always  afiusion — as  meanings  of  iamasL 

5.  This  version  renders  baptidzo  by  moyinoi — ^'^  water."  It  is 
the  same  root  with  7ru>h — "sprinkled  with  water,* pour,  rain, 
water,  juice,  fluid,  water."t  wi'Ao,  moisten,  pour.  Here  is 
one  of  the  words  translated  from  baptidzo  that  simply  means 
to  water,  without  specifying  mode,  while  the  same  word 
essentially — same  root,  means  to  sprinkle  with  water,  water, 
pour,  rain.     So  testifies  this  great  author. 

The  Ambaric — a  later  version — renders  it  as  the  one  just 
noticed  generally,  and  need  not  to  be  noticed  separately. 

The  Coptic. 

The  Coptic  was  executed  in  the  third  century,  and  is  of 
great  value,  being  made  so  near  the  apostolic  age.  It  ren- 
ders: 

1.  Bapto  by  sprinkle.  Rev.  xix,  13, 

2.  Renders  baptidzo^  baptize  by  tamaka,  same  as  above  in 
Ethiopic — a  word  of  affusion,  not  of  immersion.  It  is  kin- 
dred also  with  tanoriy  moisten,  make  wet.| 

8.  It  renders  it  by  tomaSj  same  as  tamashy  which  see  above. 

Eoyptian. 

The  Egyptian  of  the  third  century  renders  baptidzo  by  ams^ 
same  root  as  Arabic  amada — sprinkle,  make  wet,  wash,  baptize. 

^Hephfl  (of  taia«A)mer8it,  tinxit, intinxit,  lavit,p.  6  [7]  UquefiMdam. 

tCastell  aqua  perfbsas  est,  pluvlam  ftidit,  .  .  .  aqua  .  .  .  aquam, 
—no  immersion.    Hettinger— tinxit,  baptizavit,  moisten,  biqitlie. 

Ethiopic,  m'ho  liquesoere,  liquefieri,  ftmdL— Castell,  2008. 

t  Humectatos  est,  humidus,  humectavit— CastelL 
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Oriental    Versions — same    word.    Schindler    renders   it   in 

Basmubic. 

The  Basmuric  belongs  also  to  the  third  century. 

1.  Bapto  is  rendered  sprinkle  as  well  as  dip. 

2.  Transfers  baptidzo.    Sahidio. 

The  Sahidic  of  the  second  century,  and  executed  by  the 
converts  of  the  apostles,  or  co-laborers.  It  is  of  great  value, 
but  simply, transfers  baptidzo  as  it  relates  to  the  ordinance. 
There  is  no  doubt  that,  could  we  get  copies  of  the  Sahidic,  and 
ancient  Basmuric  and  Egyptian,  as  we  have  conveniently  the 
Ethiopic,  Arabic,  Syriac,  our  labors  would  be  as  richly  com- 
pensated as  they  have  been  in  those  languages.  The  Sahidic 
renders  bapto  sprinkle  as  well  as  dip,  but  in  no  instance  does 
the  dip  submerge  or  envelope  the  object  in  these  cases. 

Persic. 

The  Persic  renders  baptidzo  by  several  words.  It  has  a  word 
(gutha)  meaning  emphatically  to  immerse.  See  Golius  in 
Castell,  p.  408.  But  it  never  renders  baptidzo  by  it  or  any 
word  implying  immersion.    It  renders  baptidzo— 

1.  By  aiLstaUy  shuatidariy  thus  defined  in  Golius'  lexicon;. 
Washing,  baptism;  to  wash,  (besprinkle,  cleanse);  washing, 
cleansing,  baptize.  [Lavacrumj  BaptismuSj  Lavare;  Gen;  xvii, 
4;  xix,  2;  Ex.  ii,  5;  John  iii,  25,  {lotio)^  lotus,  John  xiii,  10, 
baptizcarej  Matt  iii,  6-13. — Oastell. 

2.  It  renders  it  by  ahuhary  shue,  to  give  a  bath  or  administer 
a  washing  [  pour  water  for  it]  to  fell  in  drops  of  water,  dis- 
till; to  baptize.  \^Lavandum  darej  StiUare;  *  *  Baptizare. — 
CastelL 

3.  It  renders  pwrifymg^  John  iii,  25,  by  baptism. 

4.  Baptidzo  is  translated  into  the  word  used.  Exodus  ii,  6, 
washed,  epi^  at  the  river;  Gen.  xviii,  4,  where  it  was  with  "a 
Uttlt  water;"  in  John  xiii,  10,  where  Christ  washed  their  feet, 
unquestionably  by  applying  the  water;  for  he  would  not 
plunge  all  their  feet  into  the  same  basin,  in  '^  unclean"  water. 
It  was  water  "  upon "  the  feet    Luke  vii,  88-9-44. 

Let  us  now  see  how  amad  was  used  in  the  ancient  Syriac 
literature  and  conncik. 


378  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

The  Lutheran  version  1522  renders  baptidzo  by 

1.  Tauferij  to  baptize,  without  implying  mode.  But  when 
the  version  was  made,  sprinkling  and  pouring  were  the  general, 
yea,  universal  practice.  This  all  acknowledge,  and  A.  Camp- 
bell says  so,  quoting  Erasmus. f  Luther  poured  the  water  on 
the  infant's  head  when  he  said,  "/cA  taufe  euch  inU  wdsser.**  It 
is  downright  dishonesty  to  pretend  that  by  taufen  he  and  the 
various  German  translators  meant  dip,  whatever  may  have 
been  its  former  force.  With  them  it  neither  meant  dip, 
sprinkle  nor  pour,  but  was  used  as  the  Latins  used  hapiidzoy  and 
^'72^0  for  baptize. 

2.  In  2  Kings,  v,  14,  tabal — baptidzo ;  Luke  xi,  88 ;  Mark  vii, 
4,  baptidzo  is  rendered  waschen. 

8.  Bapto  is  rendered  in  Rev.  xix,  13,  sprinkle  besprengL 

The  Lusitanian  version  renders  both  words  in  the  same 
places  the  same — baptidzo^  wash — bapto^  sprinkle. 

The  Jerusalem  Targum  renders  raehats,  (*'  wash,  pour,*')  by 
taval  and  tabal  by  rachats,  the  latter  also  by  "  washed  their 
face  with  tears,"  Gen.  43,  30.  This  shows  that  these  words 
were  words  of  affusion. 

The  Arabic  and  the  Targum  render  Ps.  vi,  6,  7,  "  wet  my 
couch  with  my  tears,"  brecho  with  the  word  that  translates 
baptidzo  and  tahaL 

It  is  useless  to  multiply  facts.     The  sum  of  all  is  this: 

1.  For  fifteen  hundred  years  after  the  Christian  Era,  not  a 
single  version  made  from  the  original  Scripture,  supports  a 
case  of  immersion. 

2.  Every  version  made,  supported  affusion,  and  with  over- 
whelming force.  We  have  not  quoted  Wickliflfe  and  several 
German  versions  falsified  by  Conant  as  made  from  the  Greek. 
They  were  all  made  from  the  Latin,  and  hence  have  nothing 
to  do  with  baptidzo  or  bapto.  They  would  support  us,  especially 
Wickliffe,  who  has  baptize,  wash,  and  for  the  aspersa  of 
Jerome,  sprinkle.    But  Wickliffe  never  saw  a  Greek  Testa- 

tChris.  Baptisms,  p.  192,  "Erasmus,  who  spent  some  time  in  En^aiid, 
during  the  leign  of  Henry  Vm.,  observes,  'With  us,  [ttie  Dutch],  the 
bapttied,  have  the  water  poured  on  them.  la  England  they  aiedippetL'  *• 
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ment    The  same  applies  to  the  Hheims,  as  to  its  ase,  made 
from  the  Latin. 

1.  We  began  with  the  plain,  English  version  made  by  im- 
mersionists,  and  the  record  is  so  clear  in  &vor  of  affusion,  that 
their  partiality  could  not  destroy  it. 

2.  We  appealed  to  BaptOj  the  root  of  the  word,  and  found 
sprinkle  to  be  its  primary  meaning. 

8.  We  appealed  to  baptidzo  (1)  in  lexicons,  and  affusion  was 
unanimously  sustained,  (2)  in  the  classics,  and  inftdlibly  cer- 
tain sprinkle  appeared  as  the  primary  meaning,  of  the  word. 
(8)  The  &thers  were  summoned,  and  they  sustwied  affusion. 

4*  We  turned  to  the  Hebrew,  the  Semetic  family  of  lan- 
guages, and  sprinkle  was  found  to  be  the  primary  meaning  of 
baptize. 

5.  We  appealed  to  the  Hebrew  customs,  and  Babbins,  and 
they  sostained  affusion  overwhelmingly. 

6.  We  called  in  the  grand  army  of  versions,  and  the  field 
of  controversy  was  swept,  and  affusion  remained  in  absolute 
possession  of  the  field. 

7.  The  testimony  of  the  learned  critics,  Doctors  of  Theology 
ancient  and  modern,  annotators,  commentators  and  antiqua- 
rians, and  they,  in  prushing  numbers,  rally  to  the  cause. 

Affusion  is  the  only  absolutbly  bstablishbd  form  of 
Apostolic  baptism. — [  Time  ouf] 
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DR.  GRAVES'  THIRTEENTH  SPEECH. 

Argument. 

Mr.  President  : — ^It  was  to  prevent  all  this  aseless  discassion 
as  to  where  we  are  to  look  for  the  primary,  grammatical,  real 
signification  of  oar  terms,  that  I  collated  from  the  highest 
sources,  those  rules  of  interpretation  which  I  presented  in  my 
first  speech,  and  to  which,  at  the  very  outstart,  my  opponent 
cordially  assented.  He  has  been  going  back  upon  them  from 
his  first  speech.  They  are  nevertheless  the  rules  that  must 
govern  this  discussion,  and  by  which  I  shall  examine  all  the 
lexicographers  I  produce  in  this  court  Let  it  then  be  dis- 
tinctly borne  in  mind,  that  the  first  meanings  given  by  the 
lexicons  are  the  primary  and  literal  meanings,  and  therefore, 
as  Ernesti,  Morus  and  Stuart  agree,  the  only  real  ones,  what- 
ever their  etymology  may  seem  to  demand  or  their  *^  hutorical 
primariea"  may  have  been. 

I.   CLASSIC   GREEK. 

In  opening  the  lexicons,  allow  me  to  quote  two  statementB 
of  Prof.  Toy,  of  Greenville  Seminary : 

''1.  Lexicons  are  anth<Nritative  and  valuable  only  as  tiiej  eBtabUah 
meanings  given  by  quotations  from  approved  authon. 

'*  2.  One  good  lexicon  wiU  be  worth  more  than  a  host  of  infMor  ones. 
A  mere  array  of  unauthoritative  lexicons  counts  for  little  among  acbxAanJ* 

I  here  give  notice  that  I  shall,  for  the  most  part,  ^ve  only 
the  primary  or  literal  meanings,  for  with  these  only  we  have  1^ 
do  in  ascertaining  the  literal  usus  loquendi  of  bctptidzo.  Eld. 
Ditzler,  you  will  find,  universally  gives  the  metaphorical 
meailings,  never  the  primary,  unless  called  upon  to  do  so,  and 
I  therefore  challenge  every  one  of  his  lexicons  and  Oreek 
authors  larde^a  he  gives  the  text  and  the  definitions  preceding  the  one 
he  selects. 

By  general  consent  the  three  most  authoritative  German- 
Greek  lexicons  are  those  of  Stephanus,  Schleusner,  and  Rost 


Mode  of  Baptism.  281 

&  Palm,  ^he  three  best  English  lexicons  are  those  of  Liddell 
&  Scott,  Robinson,  and  Sophocles,  latest  editions.  These  six 
are  as  good  as  sixty  inferior  ones. 

Liddell  &  Soorr.—" Baptidzo,    lb  dip  in  or  under  water;  of  shi] 
to  sink  them ;  ebaptiaan  ten  poling  metaphorical  of  the  crowds  who  flocked 
into  Jerusalem  at  the  time  of  the  siege : — Pass.,  to  hathe;  hoi  bebaptis- 
menoi,  soaked  in  uHne,  Lat,  vino  madidi;  opMemasi  beby  over  Tiead  and^ 
ears  in  debt;  meirakUm  bapiizomenonj  a  boy  drowned  [overwhelms 
with  questions.    2.  lo  draw  water,    3.  To  baptize.^^ 

^^Baptismay  baptism,    BaptismoSy  a  dipping  in  water;  baptism,    Bapy 
tisteSf  one  that  dips;  a  baptizer.    ho  bapt,  the  Baptist J^ 

Sophocles — (Greek  Lex.  of  the  Boman  and  Byzantine  periods,  B.  C^ 
146.    A.  D.  1100— 1870.)     ''To  dip.ioimmerte,''  -^ 

Sophocles,  in  eftect,  says  that  baptidzo  was  used  hy  the  Greek 

only  in  the  sense  of  immersCy  and  that  the  writers  of  the  New 

Testament  knew  no  other  sense. 

'Roffr  A  Fajjm.—'* Bapiidzo,  Oft  wiederholt  eintauchen,  untertauchen ; 
dan  benetzen  anbeuchten  begiessen."  ''Baptidzo,  To  dip  in,  or  under, 
often  and  repeatedly,  hence  to  wet,  moisten,  pour  over." 

All  can  see  that  "to  wet,"  "to  moisten,"  is  given  as  the  effect 

of  the  act,  and  is  not  a  definition. 

BoBiNSON. — "Baptidzo,    A  frequentati^  in  form  but  not  in  fiujt ;  to  tm- A 
merse^  to  sink,    2,  To  washf  to  cleanse  by  washing;  trans.  Mid.   and  aor.     ij 
pass,  in  middle  s^ise,  to  wash  one's  self^  to  hotkey  to  perform  ablution,    3.  To 
baptize^  to  administer  the  rite  of  baptism^  either  that  of  John  or  of  Ciuist. 
Pass,  and  Mid.,  to  be  baptized,  or  to  cause  one's  self  to  be  baptized^  i,  e.,  generally 
io  receive  baptism,"  ^ 

DoNNEQAN. — "Baptidzo.    To  immerse  repeatedly  into  a  liquid ;  to  sub-) 
merge — to  soak  thoroughly,  to  saturate."  ^ 

Here  "to  soak"  or  "saturate"  is  the  effect  of  the  act 

Btephanxts. — "Baptidzo.  MergOy  seu  immergOy  ut  qua  Hngendiy  aut  abluendi 
gratia  aqua  immergimus,  (To  immerse  or  immergCy  as  things  which  we  im- 
merse for  the  sake  of  dyeing  or  washing  in  water.)  Mergo,  i,  «., 
Svbmergoy  obrvo  aqua,    [To  immerts,  i,  e,  to  submerge^  to  overwhelm  in  water.]" 

SOHItEUBNBB. — Baptidzo.     1.  Proprie;  immergo,  ae  intingoyin  aquam  mergOx 
a  BAPTO,  ei  respondet  Hebraieo  tabaly  2  Kings  v,  14.     (Properly  to  immerge\ 
and  dip  in,  to  immerse  into  water,  from  bapto ;  and  it  answers  to  the  Hebrew/ 
iaf>al2K,YyU.y*  ♦  ♦  ♦ 

Parkhukst. — '*  Baptidzo,     1.   To  dipy  immerse,  or  plunge  in  w&teT,    2.  Bap-^^ 
tizomui.    Mid.  and  Pass.,  to  wash  one's  selfy  be  wcahedy  wash  that  is,  the  hands  i 
by  immersion  or  dipping  in  water.    The  Seventy  use  baptixomaiy  Mid.  for  ' 
washing  one's  self  by  immersion,     3.   To  baptize^  to  immerse  m,  or  wa^h  wiif^ 
%ater  in  token  of  purification  from  sin,  and  from  spiritual  pollution. 
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^^Baptiama,  1.  An  immergion  or  washing  with  waier,  2.  BapUam  or  tnuMr- 
mon  in  grievous  and  overwhelming  afflieiione  and  euferinga,  Baptiamoe,  An 
immersion  or  washing  in  water, ^* 

8CUREVELIU& — '^Baftidzo.  BapUdso^  mergo,  abluoy  Usvo.  (To  baptise 
immerse,  wash  off,  bathe.) 

^^Bapiisina.    Immersio^  tineUo,  baptiama,  (Lnmersioni  dipphlgi  baptism.)" 

WBS.Qirr.'-^^Baptidzo,  I  dip,  immerse,  plmige,  saturate,  baptize,  over- 
whelm." 

Leigh. — ^^Baptidzo,  .  .  The  native  and  proper  signification  of  it  is,  to 
dip  into  water,  or  to  plunge  underwater.  BapOsma,  1.  Dipping  into  waier^ 
Qifxpaahing  with  water ^  often." 

(Greenfield. — ^^Baptidzo.    To  immerse,  immerge,  submeige,  sink." 

/TIwiNG. — "Its  primary  signification,  I  cover  with  water,  or  some  other 
^fiuid.    1.  I  plunge  into,  or  sink  completely  under  water." 

HEDE3tIC. — ^^Baptidzo,  Mergo^  immergOy  aqua  obruo,  2.  Abluo,  lavo,  8. 
Baptidzo,  (To  immerse,  immerge,  overwhelm  in  water.  Baptiama.  Im^ 
mersiOf  tinctio,)    Immersion,  dipping  into." 

ScapuIaA. — ^^Baptidzo.  Mergo,  aeu  immergo.  (To  immerse  or  immeige.) 
Item  tvngo;  utquas  Hngendi,  out  abuendi  gratia  aquce  immergimua;  (also  tO 
immerse,  as  we  immerse  things  for  the  sake  of  dyeing  or  washing  tbem 
in  water;)  item  mergo^  submergo^  obruo  aquce.  Also  to  immerse,  to 
submerge,  to  overwhelm  in  water.)  Baptismos  et  Baptiama,  MersiOf  LoHo^ 
Abluiio^  ipse  immergendij  item  lavendi,  seu  abluendi  actus,)  Immersion,  wash* 
iug,  washing  clean;  the  act  itSfelf  of  immersing;  also  of  washing,  or 
washing  clean.)" 

SuiDAS. — ^^jSaptidzo,  MergOf  ImmergOj  l^ngo,  Intingo^  Madefado^  Laco^ 
Abluoj  Purge,    (To  immerse,  to  inmierge,  to  dip,  to  dip  in.)" 

ScHOETTGEN. — "  Baptidzo  trouxBapto ;  properly  to  plunge,  to  immerse,  or 
plunge  in  water." 

CDuNBAB. — "  Baptidzo,    To  dip,  immerse,  submerge,  plunge,  sink,  ovor- 
helm ;  to  sink." 

Laing. — *^Baptidzo,    To  bapti2se,  to  plunge  in  wiEiter." 
Morel. — ^^BapOdzo,    1.  Mergo^  immergo,  aqua  obruo.  (To  immerse,  to  im- 
merge, to  overwhelm  in  water." 

Babb,—**  Baptidzo,  To  dip,  immerse,  plunge  in  water;  to  bathe  one's 
self;  to  be  immersed  in  sufferings  and  afflictions." 

.  8.  Green.— "Bop^uiso,  pr.,  to  dip,  immerse,  to  cleanse  or  pmify  by 
hing ;  to  administer  the  rite  of  baptism,  to  baptize. 

"  Baptismos,    Act  of  dipping  or  immersion ;  a  baptism,  an  ablation.' 

i^  Baptisma,  pr.,  immersion ;  baptism,  ordinance  of  baptism." 

SuiCER  says  that  "  bapto  signifies  to  dip,  to  dye  by  dipping;  heQoe  he 
is  said  baptein  udrian  (to  dip  a  bucket)  who  draws  water  out  of  a  well  or  a 
river,  which  cannot  be  done  unless  the  whole  bucket  is  immersed  mider 
water.    Wool  and  garments  are  said  bapteathai  (to  be  dipped,) 
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they  are  entirely  immerBed  in  the  dyeing  vat,  that  they  may  imbibe  the 
color.    BapUdao  has,  veiy  properly  the  same  signification  in  the  best  • 
writers.    BapUdzein  eauion  eia  ihalasaan^  in  the  ancient  poet,  is,  '  To  plmige 
himself  into  the  sea.'    From  the  proper  signification  of  the  verb,  baptisiiia 
or  hapHtmoB  properly  denotes  immersion,  or  dipping  into.'' 

Grove.     BapHdao,    To  dip,  immerse,  immerge,  plunge." 

Jones. — ^^BapUdbo.  I  plunge^  plunge  in  water,  dip,  baptize ;  plunge  in 
sleep,  buiy,  overwhelm.  Baptwna,  Immersion,  .baptism,  plmiging  in 
affliction." 

StokiUS. — BapUdso,     QeneraHm  acvi  voda intinctionU  ac immersionis bapUcUoS^ 
noHonem  obUnet,     Speciaiim propria  eat  immergere  ae  intingere  in  aquam,     (G^n-    ^ 
erally,  and  by  force  of  the  word,  it  has  the  idea  of  dipping  in  and  im-     J 
mersing.    With  special  propriety   is  it  to   immerse   and   to  dip  into  ^ 
water.") 

BOBEBTSON. — Bapiidzo.    Merge  lavo,    (To  immerse,  to  wash  [or  bathe.]" 

SCHWABZius. — "  Baptidio.  To  baptize,  to  immerse,  to  overwhelm,  to 
dip  into."  [To  authenticate  this  as  the  primary  meaning  of  the  term,  he 
adduces  the  following  authorities:  Polybius,  iii.  c.  72;  v.  c.  47;  Dio. 
xxxvlii.  p.  84 ;  xxxvii.  extr.,  p.  64 ;  i.  pp  ;492,  502,  606.  Porphyrius  de 
Stygep.  282.  Diodorus  Biculusl.  p.  33.  8trabon,  vi.  p.  421.  Josephus 
BelL  Judd.  p.'259.  Josephus  Antiq.  ix.  c.  i  2.]  "  To  wash  by  immeis- 
ing.    Luke  xi.  38 ;  Matt.  vli.  4." 

MiNTEBT. — BapUdzo.    To  baptize ;  properly,  indeed,  it  signifies  to  plunge\ 
to  immerse,  to  dip  into  water ;  but  because  it  is  common  to  plunge  or  dip  \ 
a  thing  that  it  may  be  washed,  hence  also  it  signifies  to  wash,  to  wash    j 
dean.    BapHsmoa,    Immersion,  dipping   into,  washing,  washing  clean.   / 
Properly,  and  according  to  its  etymology,  it  denotes  that  washing  whic^/ 
is  performed  by  immersion." 

Pasob. — ^^Baptidzo;  Immergo,  abluo,  (To  immerse,  to  wash  clean)." — 
Ingham, 

AiiESTEDiUB. — "  BapHdzein  signifies  only  to  immerse ;  not  to  wash,  ex- 
cept by  consequence."— i6id. 

Bbeischneideb. — ''  In  baptidzo  is  contained  the  idea  of  a  complete  im- 
mersion under  water.  An  entire  immersion  belongs  to  the  natiure  of 
baptism."— iWd. 

AflT,  in  his  PkUonie  Lexicon,  renders  bapHdzo  by  *  *  obmo  opprimo  (To  cover 
over,  to  oppress  or  overwhelm.)" — Ibid. 

Replication. 

I  regret  that  I  am  so  often  compelled  to  go  back  to  repeat 
and  re-discuss  points  which  were  presented  two  or  three  days 
ago.  It  certainly  is  not  chargeable  to  me  or  to  my  method. 
It  is  because  my  opponent,  as  a  rule,  keeps  either  two  or  three 
davs   in  advance  of  me,  anticipating    my   argument,  or  as 
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many  days  in  the  rear,  bringing  np  matter,  and  snggesting 
difficulties  which  he  should  have  noticed  at  the  time.    He 
does  this  to  distract  and  confuse  me  in  the  symmetrical  pre- 
sentation of  my  argument,  and  to  break  its  force   on   the 
minds  of  the  hearers.     He  pursues  this  method  to  gsin  time 
to  prepare  his  defence.    If  he  is  indeed  doing  the  best  he  can, 
I  ought  not  to  complain,  but  I  wish  it  were  otherwise,  since 
this  constant  repetition  is  tiresome  to  the  hearers,  as  it  will  be 
tO'the  readers  of  this  discussion.     He  opened  his  speech  discuss- 
ing the  government  of  the  dative,  a  matter  which  I  presented 
to  his  notice,  in  my  speech  three  days  ago,  but  he  develops  no 
principle,  and  refers  to  no  established  grammatical  rules  that 
govern  the  construction  of  the  datite  with  or  without  the 
preposition  en.    He  says  it  "will  do  for  children"  to  talk  about 
the   dative  being  used  without  en — ^the  preposition  ct?,  in  ans- 
wer to  the  question  wherel  or  whereini  the  place  or  element 
in  which  a  thing  is  said  to  be,  or  be  done !    Yet,  for  this  I 
gave  the  highest  grammatical  authority,  as  Matthi8e,and  no  rule 
is  better   known  to  grammarians.     My  opponent  appears  to 
claim  that  there  are  no  fixed  rules  that  compel  the  rendering 
of  the  dative,  either  with  or  without  a  preposition,  denoting 
locality  where,  or  element  in  which,  an  act  is  said  to  be  per- 
formed, but  our  own  fancy — ^that  it  may  be  rendered  with,  or 
in,  or  on,  or  at,  or  by,  to  suit  our  taste,  or  our  creed !     Should 
I  pass  by  all  this  here,  he  would  claim  that  I  admitted  its 
truth,  when    nothing  is  further  from    the  fact     There  are 
certain  well  known  and  fixed  grammatical  rules  that  govern  the 
construction    of  language,  and   infallibly  guide   us  in   the 
proper  rendering  of  foreign   tongues,  as  the  Greek,  and  to 
violate  these   rules,  is  to  misconstrue   and   misinterpret  the 
language;  therefore  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  translate  sentences 
as  we  please.     These  rules  are  based  upon  the  common  usage 
of  Greek  writers,  and  by  them  we  must  be  governed. 

Now  it  is  a  fixed  rule,  that  when  the  preposition  eis  is  placed 
before  the  name  of  an  element  or  object,  that  entrance  from 
without  to  a  point  within  is  indicated,  and  it  must  be  so  ren- 
dered— e.  g.y  elthentese  eis  ton  oikon — entering  into  the  house; 
pheuge  eis  Aignpton—^ee  into  Egypt     "  Kai  cis  topiar  ebale  kai 
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it  is  not  rendered  withy  but  in.  I  do  not  intend  to  be  lead  back 
to  the  discussion  of  these  Scriptures,  satisfied  as  I  am  that 
I  have  elucidated  them  to  the  comprehension  of  the  youngest 
accountable  being,  and,  leaving  them,  I  wish  to  call  your  atten- 
tion to  the  oft  avowed  statements  of  my  opponent  concerning 
the  three  principal  words  that  enter  into  this  question,  viz., 
en^  eisj  and  baptidzo. 

He  has  just  denied  what  he  admitted  the  first  day. 

1.  That  in  is  not  the  primary  meaning  of  en.  He  now  says : 
"  There  is  no  proof  as  to  the  primary  meaning  of  m." 

2.  He  emphatically  denies  that  info  is  the  primary  meaning 
of  dSy — never,  when  it  is  used  in  connection  with  baptism. 

8.  He  also  affirms  that  to  dip,  or  to  immerse  is  not  the  pri- 
mary meaning  of  baptidzo — ^*'  that  it  never  means  dip^^  especially 
so  when  it  refers  to  Christian  baptism. 

Now,  does  it  not  strike  you  Mr.  President,  as  remarkably 
strange  that  these  words  are  inveterately  afflicted  with  the 
hydrophobia  when  they  are  brought  in  sight  of  the  river 
Jordan,  but  complacent  and  very  naturally  disposed  in  all 
other  localities? 

Touching  what  are,  and  what  are  not  primary  significations 
philologically  considered,  there  can  be  no  controversy  at  this 
stage  of  the  discussion.  We  agreed  at  the  outset  to  abide  by 
the  decision  of  Ernesti,Morus,  Horne,and  Stuart,  as  laid  down 
in  our  Rules  of  Interpretation,  viz.,  they  are  the  first  defi- 
nitions given  in  the  lexicons,  and  these  alone  are  the  trwe^ 
proper  and  realj  and  must  decide  the  definition  oi  baptidzo.  He 
has  discovered  that  these  rules  wUl  be  a  two-edged  sword 
in  my  hand  to  slay  him,  and  hence  he  has  fought  them'  from 
the  hour  the  light  broke  on  his  mind. 

Having  clearly  defined  the  rule  for  the  construction  of  the 
dative,  let  us  now  notice  Elder  Ditzler's  revised  and  improved 
versions;  his  translations  of,  and  criticisms  on,  the  Examples 
I  submitted  from  Conant's  Baptidzein : 

1.  He  says  he  has  examined  my  thirty-ninth  Example  and 
'^  found  it  damagingly  against  me.''  What  will  Conant  and 
Oreek  scholars  think  of  this  statement  when  I  show  them  that 
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Let  as  apply  this  plain  rule  to  cases  involved  in  this  dis> 
cassion : 

1.  "  En  de  tais  hemerais  ekeinaU.^'—Matt.  Hi,  1. 

This  is  evidently  time  when,  and  most  be  rendered,  not 
with  or  after,  or  before,  bat  in  those  days. 

2»  "  Keru88on  en  te  eremo  Matt  in,  1 — not  preaching  with,  op 
on,  or  at,  bat  evidently  implying  place  where,  locality,  and  it 
mast  be  rendered  in  the  wilderness. 

8.  "  ebaptizonto  en  to  Jordane.^^  MatL  iiL  6 — ^here  evidently 
place  where  or  within  which  the  act  was  performed  is  indi- 
cated  and  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  translate  it "  near  by,"  "on" 
or  "at"  or  "with,"  bat  "were  baptized  in  the  Jordan. 

4.  So  the  statement  "  Kai  ebaptizonto  pantes  en  ton  Jordane  po- 
tontOy^'  Mark  i.  6 — ^place  "where"  or  "in  which,"  being  olear]{y 
indicated,  we  may  not  render  it  on,  at,  by,  or  with,  bat  we 
are  compelled  to  translate  it  in  the  river  Jordan. 

5.  "  JSgo  men  baptidzo  kumas  en  kudati*^  Matt.  iii.  11,  kudati 
here  is  evidently  a  noan  of  dement^  earth,  air,  fire,  water  are 
elements,  not  instmmentSy  and  therefore  the  sentence  may  not 
be  rendered,  I  indeed  baptize  yon  with  water  bat  m  water. 

6.  Again,  ^^AiUos  kumas  baptizei  en  pneumati  hagio  Kai  purL" 
Matt.  iii.  2 — the  Holy  Spirit  here  is  by  metonymy  pat  for  his 
gracious  influences  into  which  they  were  to  enter  and  by  which 
they  woald  be  sarroanded,  enveloped,  pervaded.  Therefore  the 
element  in  which  the  baptism  is  performed  cannot  be  grammati- 
cally rendered,  by,  with,  on,  bat  in  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  m  fire. 
Kai  connecting,  puri  with,  pneumati  the  preposition  need  not  be 
repeated,  bat  is  understood.  It  is  easy  to  tell  whether  locaSfy 
or  element  is  indicated. 

Then  there  en  is  before  the  dative  of  "caase,  manner  and  inatro* 
men  t,  which  is  also  distingnished  without  the  least  difficulty,  and 
this  is  also  with  or  without  a  preposition,  and  en  before  sach  a 
noun  is  attracted  from  its  native  signification  and  rendered  loOA 
— e.  g.y  "en  rabdo  eltho  pros  humos"  1  Cor.  iv,  21.  "  Shall  I  come 
to  you  with  a  rod  " — instrument.  "  e.  en  agape  pneumati  te  pnd 
tetosf  "or  in  love  ?" — element—"  and  in  the  spirit  of  meekness  T' 
here  inftuence  and  not  instrument  is  indicated,  and  therefore 
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eis  hudcderC^ — it  hath  cast  him  into  the  fire  and  into  the  water. 
'*  Elthein  eis  ten  geenan  eis  to  pur'^ — "to  go  into  hell,  into  the 
fire,"  etc.  These  cases  illustrate  what  I  mean  when  I  say 
that  the  grammatical  construction  compels  us  to  translate 
phrases  in  a  certain  manner.  We  are  not  at  liberty  to  trans- 
late ew  in  these  cases  by  any  secondary  meaning  we  may 
please  to  select,  as  ony  upon^  aty  near  bt/y  but  by  into;  therefore, 
the  rule  that  eis  with  a  verb  of  motion  before  the  accusative  of 
the  object  or  element  expresses  fully  the  act  of  passing  from 
one  element  into  another.  Therefore  we  are  compelled  to 
render  such  expressions  as  these  "  ebaptkisthe  eis  ton  Jordaneny^ 
Mark  i,  9,  "was  immersed  into  the  Jordan."  ^^Kai  ebalen  heauton 
eis  ten  thalasseny"  John  xxi,  7 — Peter  girding  his  coat  unto  him, 
"cast  himself  into  the  sea."  Now  apply  this  rule  to  the 
several  Examples  cited  from  Conant,  which  are  contested  by 
Elder  Ditzler,  No.  65,  given  to  Agamemnon's  case — "JSTof  bap- 
tidzon  eis  ten  Gopaidan  liwnen y^'  BLiid'plungingy  immersing  himself 
into  lake  Copais."  The  directions  to  the  man  of  bad  dreams. 
Example  64,  "  baptison  aeauton  eis  tfiolasseny"  immerse,  plunge 
thrself  into  the  sea ;  also,  in  Example  70,  baptidzem  hdin  es 
[for  m]  gala  gunaikosy"  etc.,  "immerse  again  into  breast-milk 
and  Egyptian  ointment."  Thus  have  I,  by  this  induction  of 
cases,  given  him  the  demanded  proof  that  will  satisfy  any 
scholar,  that  in  all  the  above  cases,  the  subject  did  pass  from 
without  to  a  point  entirely  within  the  place  or  enveloping 
element,  and  consequently  that  Agamemnon  did  pass  "  clear 
under"  the  waters  of  the  qharmed  lake,  and  yet  he  survived, 
disproving  Elder  I>itz|er'8  oft-repeated  assertion. 

Now.  let  us  notice  ^gain  the  rule  that  governs  en  with  verbs 
denoting  motion,  or  rest  in  a  place.  The  preposition  en, 
denotes  that  one  thing  is  in  or  upon  another,  "it  indicates  an 
actual  union  or  contact  of  two  objects." — Kuhner's  Gr.yp.  ^SS, 
§  164,y  and  always  puts  the  noun  in  the  dative. 

The  invariable  rule  is,  that,  with  such  verbs :  1st.  When, 
time  when,  place  where,  or  element  in  or  within  which  anything 
is  said  to  be,  or  to  be  enveloped  the  object  must  be  put  in  the 
dative  usually,  with,  but  often,  without  the  preposition — if 
without  the  preposition  en,  is  understood,  and  the  rendering 
must  be  m,  or  within. 
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by  a  palpable  mistranslation  and  misunderstanding  of  tbe 
original,  he  makes  out  his  bill  of  damages  to  the  satisfaction 
of  his  admiring  friends  ?  He  says  ^  the  ship  was  baptized,  but 
not  immersed,  but  juit  about  to  be — u  e.  sunk,"  etc.  I  will 
give  the  text,  to  make  plain  his  error,  to  all  who  can  read 
either  Greek  or  English. 

Example  S9. 

Here  is  the  Greek  text : 

Ede  de  baptidzcmenoon  kai  kola  dunai  mikron  apoleipontoon^ 
epecheiroun  ten  prooten  moi  toon  les  toon  eia  ten  edian  autoon  meieis 
bainein  akaton: 

*^  And  already  becoming  immerged  (baptized),  and  wanting  little  of 
sinking f  some  of  the  pirates  at  first  attempted  to  leave,  and  get  aboard  of 
their  own  bark." 

Now,  instead  of  the  ship  being  baptized,  the  text  says  the 
pirates  already  becoming  immersed,  and  wanting  a  little  of 
sinking — i.  e.  about  to  drown  by  being  so  often  immersed, 
some  of  them  attempted  to  leave  the  vessel  they  had  seized 
and  could  not  manage,  and  get  back  on  their  own.  Now  I 
respectfully  ask  whose  cause  and  whose  scholarship  does  this 
translation  and  criticism  ^^  damage?"  To  what  shall  I  attrib- 
ute this  palpable  mistranslation  and  misconstruction  ? 

His  version  of  Example  16  is  rather  an  improvement  on  bis 
former  criticism,  for  hitherto,  the  ship  was  not  immersed,  for 
had  it  been  so,  the  barbarians  were  really  running  under  the 
water  in  confusion,  but  he  now  concludes  that  the  ship  was 
really  baptized  and  went  to  the  bottom.  Well,  this  is  some- 
thing gained,  for  we  have  here  one  of  the  definitions  of  6ap- 
tidzo  given  by  Schleusner,  to  sink  in  the  sense  of  to  destroy — 
in  which  sense  he  says  it  is  never  used  in  the  New  Testament 
— but  in  that  of,  to  dip, 

I  must  again  notice  his  disposition  of  the  22  Example  I 
gave  to  disprove  his  declaration  that,  '*iu  all  classic  Greek  not 
an  instance  can  be  produced  where  a  living  being  was  im- 
mersed who  survived/'  He  afiirmed  yesterday  that,  according 
to  the  Greek  text,  the  heads  of  the  soldiers  were  never  under 
the  water  while  they  were  baptized !    To  the  text,  then,  we 


Mode  of  Baptism.  289 

must  again  appeal.  Here  are  the  words:  ^^Kai  sun  autois 
ebaptizonto  skaphesL''  "And  they  were  immersed  or  sub- 
merged with  their  vessels."  Do  you  say  sprinkle  or  pour  with 
their  vessels,  as  you  would  have  John  sprinkle  the  people  mth 
water?  .  How  sprinkle  or  pour  the  soldiers  with  vessels! 

But  their  vessels  were  submerged.  Elder  Ditzler  admits 
this,  therefore  the  very  same  verb  submerged  the  sailors,  but 
all  did  not  perish,  for  rising  to  the  surface,  they  were  over- 
taken and  killed.  He  returns,  feebly  indeed,  to  Example  16. 
He  defines  now  aei  by  "all  the  time,"  ^^ baronutes^'  by  immers- 
ing— in  Elder  Ditzler's  sense — "  sinking  down  under  the 
water,"  "sinking  to  the  bottom  and  remaing  there,  to  drown." 

His  revised  translation,  then,  seems  to  be:  All  the  time 
sinking  him  down  to  the  bottom,  and  holding  him  there — 
"they  baptized  his  face  so  it  suftbcated  him!"  Shades  of 
classic  Greeks,  did  you  ever  hear  the  like  of  this? 

Conant's  translation  is  literally  correct.  I  would  render 
aei,  on  the  authority  of  Schleusner,  soepe^  "frequenter," 
frequently  pressing  him  down,  and  dipping  him  as  if  in  sport, 
they  did  not  desist  till  thej^  had  entirely  suffocated  him." 

Here  are  frequent  immersions,  before  death  ensued,  as  there 
were  in  the  dipping  match  of  King  Philip  with  the  Pancra- 
tiast,  in  Example  156,  which  explains  the  sport  in  which 
Aristobulus  perished. 

His  last  notice  of  Example  59,  is  brief  indeed.  "How 
cQuld  they  be  immersed  by  baptidzo  here,  when  katadunOj  "im- 
merse," has  tv>  come  after  to  immerse  them."  If  he  would 
only  be  willing  to  use  baptidzo  in  the  sense  this  author 
evidently  does,  and  as  all  Greek  authors  do,  he  would  have 
no'  trouble  in  understanding  the  record.  The  soldiers  all 
immersed  themselves,  and  sank  down  into  the  pits — to  the 
bottom  if  you  will — for  kataduno  denotes — a  sinking  deeper 
than  baptidzo^  which  simply  puts  them  "clean  under;"  but 
they  did  tkCt  all  remain  submerged,  though  some  did;  the 
majority  rose  to  the  surface,  but  were  rendered  useless,  by 
being  saturated  with  mud  and  water— while  many  perished. 

This  example  also  disproves  his  assertion  that  no  living 

being  ever  aurvived  an  immers'^on  effected  by  baptidzo. 
19 
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He  admits  that  he  had  his  accusative  and  dative  badly  mixed, 
and  the  fox's  tail  in  place  of  the  tow  that  was  dipped  in'otl  and 
bound  to  it  in  Example  86;  but  his  friends  were  fjEur  better 
satisfied  »vith  it  as  ^^  an  able  and  most  triumphant  reply/'  than 
they  seem  with  to-day's  effort !  He  now  renders  it  the  tow  ' 
was  baptized  with  oil,  but  unfortunately  atupeion  tow  is  not 
the  subject  but  the  direct  object  of  the  verb  baptidsasj  and  ehuo 
is  the  simple  dative  of  element  in,  or  within  which  the  act 
denoted  by  the  verb  took  place.  Apply  the  rule  governing 
the  dative  which  I  have  explained  in  order  to  meet  this  and 
other  cases,  and  we  are  compelled  to  translate  this  as  Conant 
has,  "  dipping  the  tow  in  oil,"  etc.  There  is  no  avoiding  the 
conclusion. 

To  convince  all  that  this  is  not  a  mere  partisan  translation, 
I  call  your  attention  to  the  translation  of  similar  cases  by 
Btuart  whose  learning  you  have  heard  my  friend  extol  so  highly. 

"They  dip  the  wooHA^mo  [Dative  of  element]m  warm  water" 
— Aristophanes  JEccles. 

^^Hudati  baptidzesthi  [which  he  gives  as  dative  of  element 
and  translates  by  the  rule]  is  plunged  in  water." 

Another  from  Strabo,  which  he  translates  "  dipped  oisMs 
in  the  gall  of  serpents." 

Dr.  Conant  gives  one  in  Example  79  which  has  the  preposi- 
tion expressed  "  that  like  as  wool  baptisthenenba7nmati[ihe  dative 
of  element]  dipped  in  dye"  etc. 

Elder  Ditzler  declares  on  his  scholarly  reputation  that 
Example  71  was  no  case  of  dipping — ^the  hot  iron  was  cooled 
by  sprinkling  water  upon  it.    Let  us  examine  it. 

Example  71. 

Sbmeric  Allegories^  cA.  9*  The  writer  explains  the  groundof  tlie  aUe- 
gory  (as  he  regards  it)  of  Neptune  fireeing  Ifars  from  Voloan,  tliiiB : 

''Since  the  mass  of  iron,  drawn  red  hot  from  the  frunaoe^  is  fujnokd 
(baptized)  in  water ;  and  the  fi&ry  glow,  by  its  own  natnrgquen^Aed  with 
water,  ceases." 

The  text  in  question  stands  thus  ^ho  tou  siderou  nniidros  hd- 

^  Tlie  work  of  an  old  Greek  grammarian,  of  oncertain  dale;  altrilNiltd 
(fklnnly)  to  HeracUdes  Ponteeus,  fourth  century  before  ChtM^ 
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kustheia  hudati  haptidzetai"  Here  we  evidently  have  the  simple 
dative  of  element  in  or  within  which  the  act  was  performed, 
and  therefore  I  render  it  dipped  or  plunged  in  water  &c.  He 
says  this  could  not  have  heen  the  mode  for  the  hot  mass  of 
iron  would  have  thrown  all  the  water  out  of  the  tuh;  and  ruined 
the  iron.  I  wish  to  take  the  testimony  of  Stuart  (Pedobaptist) 
as  a  scholar,  and  then  leave  it  to  all  the  blacksmiths  present, 
to  decide  the  case  by  their  practice. 

Heradides  Ponticus,  a  desciple  of  Aristotle,  Allegor.  p.  495,  says:  When 
apiece  of  iron  ia  taken  red  hoi  from  thefirCj  and  PLUNGED  in  the  water  ^  the  T^eai 
being  quenched  hy  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  watery  ceaees. — Stuart, 

Again  "  iron  plunged  into  water  in  order  to  harden  it." 

The  learned  Gtesner  translated  this  very  71st  Example  which 

Eld.  Ditzler  says  is  no  case  of  dipping  thus : 
"  Siquidem  ignea  ferri  maasa,  fomicibus  extract!,  aqua,  immergltur.'' 
"  If  indeed  the  fiery  mass  of  iron  drawn  from  the  furnaces 

is  immersed  in  water." 

The  Latin  smiths  doubtlessly  cooled  iron  as  the  Greeks  did, 
and  I  remember  a  case  or  two  that  cannot  be  disputed.  Speak- 
ing of  the  Cyclops  forging  the  arms  for  -^neas,  Virgil  says: 
"-4Kf  stridentia  tinguunt  cera  lacu"  "Others  dip  the  hissing  brass 
in  the  lake" — i.  €.,  the  water  of  the  lake. 

Here  is  another. 

^  Bnaem  Stygia  candentem  tinxerat  unda^^^  "  had  dipped— immersed— 
the  red-hot  sword  in  the  Stygian  wave." 

Ko  scholar  would  read  it  otherwise.     Thus  the  Latin  smiths 

cooled  their  red-hot  metals,  and  so  we  think  the  Greek  smiths 

did  also. 

Mr.  President,  my  opponent  complains  thati  have  questioned 
his  scholarship  in  this  discussion.  I  have  been  compelled  in 
protecting  my  argument,  to  question  most  of  his  translations  and 
interpretations  of  authors,  and  by  the  rules  governing  the  con- 
struction of  the  Greek,  I  have  shown  they  were  palpably  incor- 
rect. Now  I  have  to  attribute  this  to  his  lack  of  familiarity 
with  the  language  or  to  a  lack  of  honesty  and  fair  dealing,  and 
I  charitably  attribute  it  to  the  former.  If  he  will  but  present 
authors  &irly,  translate  them  grammatically,  and  interpret  them 
logically,  he  will  have  no  occasion  to  complain  of  me. 
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He  18  never  done  with  Ezekiel,  which  I  have  noticed  and 
protested  against  the  use  he  makes  of  it.  He  seems  either 
inveterately  mystified  about  it  or  is  determined  to  mystify  the 
minds  of  others.  What  does  he  now  say  ?  that "  the  word  purify 
in  Hebrew  is  here  translated  in  Syriac  by  baptize.  In  the  Greek 
it  is  brecho^  sprinkling,  rain.  The  mode  is  given.  It  needs 
no  lexicon."  Now,  with  all  due  courtesy,  this  is  unmeaning 
jargon  tome;  "translated  in  the  Syriac  by  iap/iee.'"  Whatdoes 
he  mean?  Is  the  word  baptize  in  Syriac?  Of  course  not,  it  is 
an  English  word.  Does  he  mean  by  the  word  amadj  the  only 
word  that  is  used  in  the  Syriec  Version  as  the  appropriate 
fivnonym  of  baptidzo?  If  he  means  this,  the  statement  cannot 
be  justified  by  one  single  instance;  tzeva^  it  is  true,  does  mean 
to  dip  in  Syriac,  and  figuratively^  to  wet,  to  moisten,  in  which 
sense  it  is  doubtless  used  here,  but  let  it  be  remembered  that 
tzeva  is  never  used  in  the  Syriac  Verson  when  describing  or 
referring  to  Christian  baptism,  no  more  than  bapto^  to  dip,  is 
used  in  the  Greek  Testament,  when  referring  to  the  same  rite. 
There  are  two  other  cases  always  used  with  great  confidence  by 
my  opponent,  (as  he  quotes  it  from  his  Louisville  Debate,)  to 
which  I  have  time  to  allude  but  briefly. 

1.  The  one  is  found  in  Lightfoot's  Horce  Heb.  et  Fat  HE, 
292.  The  text  is  Hebrew,  and  I  have  not  the  book  with  me, 
and  Elder  Ditzler  does  not  bring  it  forward,  but  translates  the 
passage  after  his  usual  manner,  giving  but  one  word,  taval^ 
but  makes  it  out  to  mean  that  Benaiah  baptized  himself  at 
Siloam  with  little  particles  of  hail  which  he  melted  in  his 
hand !  I  think  he  misrepresents  the  whole  passage.  I  re-pro- 
duce it  as  he  gave  it: 

**  Benaiah,  ''  he  one  day  struck  his  foot  against  a  dead  tortoise,  and  wetki 
down  to  Siloam,  where,  breaking  all  the  little  particles  of  hail,  he  baptised 
hinwelf,  (iabal).  This  was  on  the  coldest  day  in  winter."  Now  the  law, 
the  New  Testament,  and  Apocrypha  all  show  this  required  baptism,  and 
he  did  baptize  himself.  But  surely  he  did  not  dip  himself  in  "the  little 
particles  of  hail"  he  melted  in  his  hand." 

It  is  given  as  an  instance  of  how  scrupulously  Benaiah,  who 
had  polluted  himself  by  touching  the  dead  tortoise,  observed  the 
law  for  purification  from  ceremonial  uncleanness.  That  law 
required  the  bathing — ^immersion  of  the  whole  body.    He 
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went  down  to  Siloam,  where,  breaking  all  the  ice,  for  it  was 
in  the  depth  of  winter,  he — tahalized — immersed  himself. 
This  was  what  the  law  of  Moses — not  of  the  New  Testament — 
required,  and  this  is  what  the  verb  taval  in  Hebrew  signifies, 
and  nothing  less  than  an  immersion.     Comment  is  unnecessary. 

The  next  case  is  a  more  delicate  one  to  notice,  but  fidelity  to 
truth  requires  it.  He  translates  it  in  his  usual  style,  from  the 
Greek  of  Clement,  so  interlocuted  that  nothing  certain  can 
be  made  of  it,  but  dogmatically  asserts  that  it  testifies  that 
the  Jews  were  wont  to  baptize  themselves  "epi  koitce^'  upon 
a  couch. 

The  text  in  which  epi  hoitcB  occurs,  is  given  in  Braden  and 
Hughey's  Debate,  and  quoted  by  Elder  Wilkes  in  the  Louis- 
ville Debate, p.  619,  and  stands  thus: 

'^E  dudrenamene  kathara  chroil  imate  echoiisa,  he  Penelope  epi  ten 
euchen  herchetai.  Telemachos  de,  cheiras  nips'amenos  alos  euchetf; 
Athene,  elthos  toutuJoudaion  os  Kai  to  pollakis  epi  koitebaptidzesthai.'* 

Which  I  translate :  "  Having  bathed  herself  and  put  on  clean 
garments,  Penelope  goes  to  prayer.  But  Telemachus  having 
washed  his  hands  at  the  surging  sea,  prays  to  Miiierva.  As 
this  is  the  custom  of  the  Jews,  and  that,  generally,  after  the 
couch — to  immerse  themselves — or  take  a  bath." 

Epij  generally  means  upon,  and  should  this  be  insisted  upon 
here,  then  it  should  be  translated,  upon  sleeping,  for  koitae  is 
equivalent  to  the  masculine  koitoSy  or  sleeping;  and  it  is  the 
custom  with  us  to  bathe  after  sleeping.  If  it  is  after  the  en- 
joyment of  the  Jbed,  the  marital  or  marriage  bed,  as  some 
critics  think,  then  the  law  for  the  bath,  the  immersion  of  the 
whole  body  in  water  may  be  found  in  Lev.  xv,  16-18. 

I  here  again  protest  against  Elder  Ditzler  again  referring  to 
authorities  in  his  loose  unreliable  manner,  without  producing 
the  full  original  text  of  what  he  pretends  to  translate.  I  have 
seen  enough,  in  these  few  days,  to  convince  me  that  when  he 
translates  or  construes  language  or  lexicons  to  prove  his  asser- 
tion that  the  primary  meaning  of  baptidzo  is  to  sprinkle,  never 
to immerseythat  he  cannot  be  relied  upon. 

As  for  the  versions,  I  will  take  their  testimony,  after  you 
have  heard  what  lexicographers  have  to  say. — [  7\me  out. 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  THIRTEENTH  REPLY. 

Gentlemen  Moderators: — At  last  Dr.  Graves  brings  up 
his  lexicons — a  motly,  mixed  crowd — as  miscellaneous  in 
character,  and  as  unclassified  as  they  are  botched  and  garbled, 
we  will  not  say  intentionally,  but  in  fact.  I  introduced  mine 
on  Greek  in  the  first  speech  I  made.  He  comes  up  on  the 
fourth  day  to  quote  them,  putting  them  out  of  all  oraer.  Now, 
to  show  you  what  reliability  can  be  placed  in  his  array,  we 
take  a  few. 

1.  He  makes  Stephan's  Scapala  say  baptidzo'is  to^^mmerse 
things  in  water  for  the  sake  of  dj/eing"  etc.  1.  Bapiidzo  is 
never  applied  to  dyeing^  and  Dr.  Graves  knows  it.  2.  We 
never  dip  in  water  [agud)  to  dye.  Thus  he  makes  these  old 
immersionist  founders  of  lexicography  talk  most  silly. 

2.  He  quotes  Suidas  on  bapiidzo^  "  to  immerse,"  etc.,  etc. 
Now,  Suidas,  as  I  said  in  my  opening  speech,  I  think,  does 
not  define  baptidzOy  as  Dr.  Conant  will  tell  him  if  he  won*t 
believe  me.  I  know  in  Rice,  etc.,  he  is  quoted  thus,  borrowed 
second  hand,  and  it  shows  how  immersionists  spin  out  mean- 
ings to  suit  themselves,  as  he  borrows  it  from  them.  Suidas 
only  defines  baptOy  and  gives  it  only  one  definition,  viz :  pbmoj 
to  wash.  Stephanus  will  show  him  that,  if  he  never  saw 
Suidas. 

3.  He  quotes  Leigh.  Leigh  says  just  the  reverse  of  what 
Dr.  Graves  quotes  him  as  saying.  That  quotation  is  what 
another  says,  and  Leigh  quotes  it  to  show  what  both  partiee 
say.    It  is  not  Leigh's  definition. 

4.  He  leaves  out  the  whok  New  Testament  definition  of 
Stephanus,  so  misquotes  Schleusner  as  to  make  him  say  the 
reverse  of  what  he  said,  as  a  perusal  of  him  in  my  opening 
speech,  where  he  is  accurately  and  fully  quoted,  will  show. 

Stokius  is  utterly  perverted,  as  a  perusal  of  his  words  in  my 
first  speech  will  show.    He  held  that  always  in  the  ordinance 
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in  the  New  Testament,  it  was  wash,  cleanse,  and  by  affusion. 

Take  now  his  report  of  Rost  &  Palm — a  great  work.  He 
has  it :"  to  dip  in  or  under,  often  and  repeatedly,"  etc.  Now, 
1.  Where  does  baptidzo  mean  "  to  dip  in  or  under,  often  and 
repeatedly?"  Find  a  case.  Yet  this  is  by  odds  the  best  lexi- 
con he  has  quoted.  Post  k  Palm  give  "  besprinkle"  begeissenj 
"generally,  to  sprinkle  upon  {vbergeisaen)  to  pour  upon  {uber- 
schuiten)"  as  the  meaning  of  baptidzo.  And  they  use  these 
very  words  to  define  such  specific  acts  themselves,  when  de- 
fining other  words  meaning  sprinkle,  pour  upon.  Hence, 
with  these  exposures,  we  adopt  Dr.  Graves'  word,  and  say,  "  I 
challenge  every  one  of  Dr.  Graves'  leodcons^  every  one  of  his  ren- 
derings and  quotations  as  wholes,  and  assert  that  they  wholly 
misrepresent  the  facts.  He  has  filed  up  more  little  glossaries, 
lexicons  defining  only  the  words  used  by  a  single  author, 
giving  only  the  meanings  supposed  to  be  intended  by  the 
writers. 

On  classic  usage.  Dr.  Graves  took  example  156  of  Conant,to 
support  dip.  We  need  not  reproduce  the  whole  quotation. 
It  tells  of  Philip  wJio  ran  into  the  bath  (holambadhran)  or  pool. 
Here  the  Macedonians  and  he  played  at  a  match  of  baptizing. 
''Philip  did  not  give  over  the  (diabapttdzomenos)  match,  baptizing 
with  the  pancratiast,  and  sprinkling  water  in  his  face,  until 
the  soldiers,  wearied  out,  dispersed."    Here  notice. 

1.  It  is  not  the  simple  New  Testament  word  baptidzo^  but  a 
compound  word,  intensified  by  a  preposition,  dia^  one  that 
very  much  intensities  a  word.  Hence,  it  is  not  a  proof,  even 
if  it  did  imply  dip  here  or  immerse. 

2.  It  is  the  second  century  after  Christ  and  tells  nothing  of 
the  primary  meaning.  Though  Philip  lived  before  Christ, 
this  writer,  Polynaeus,  lived  in  the  second  century  after 
Christ.  ^ 

3.  It  is  evident  they  were  not  dipping  each  other,  for  to 
have  continued  as  long  as  Polynaeus  tells  us  they  did,  would 
have  resulted  in  death.  They  evidently  dashed  water  on 
each  other,  and  Philip  sprinkled  it  in  the  face  of  the  pancra- 
tiast as  distinguished  from  the  mutual  dashing  it  on  each 
other.    It  is  no  proof  of  dipping.    It  is  against  it.    If  it  were, 
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< 
it  is  not  the  word  used  for  baptism  any  way,  being  com- 
pounded. Many  words  of  affusion  come  to  mean  immersion 
compounded  with  diay  kata^  and  the  like. 

4.  Conant  takes  the  view  we  did,  "  that  sprinkling  water  in 
the  face,"  "  deprived  of  breath,"  p.  76.  This  applied  to  Aris- 
tobulus. 

My  brother  is  getting  in  earnest.  This  is  the  fourth  day — 
it  half  gone — it  is  full  time  to  do,  or  try  to  do,  something:. 

On  classic  Greek  he  reads,  "a  piece  of  red  hot  iro'»."  It 
reads,  "the  mass  of  iron."  So  Conant  translates  it:  '-Since, 
now,  the  mass  of  red  hot  iron  drawn  out  of  the  fum  tees  [or 
drawn  out  by  the  smiths],  hiidati  baptidzetaiy  is  bapti  :cd  with 
water."  Who  plunges  a  mass  of  iron,  drawn  red  hot  from  the 
furnace,  to  temper  it?  It  would  explode  all  the  water  out  of 
the  tub  all  over  the  smiths.  Bro.  Home  tells  me  ho  saw  a 
man  tempering,  with  water,  a  piece  of  iron,  pouring  water  on 
it,  the  last  few  days.  Ofttimes  have  I  seen  it.  The  result  in 
classics  is  all  one  way,  all  on  our  side. 

He  says  the  best  lexicon  stands  on  the  shoulders  of  all  the 
rest.  He  may  not  have  looked  at  half  a  dozen.  He  may  not 
have  examined  the  texts  they  examined.  But  Passow,  Rost 
and  Palm,  who  made  this  great  work,  (issued  vol.  i.,  1841,)  do 
stand  on  all  the  rest.  He  spoke  as  if  Passow  live«l  away  back 
among  the  old  authors ;  1841  is  not  so  far  back  quite.  This 
great  work  gives  "  sprinkle,"  "sprinkle  upon,"  *'  pour  upon ;" 
the  latter  as  its  general  use.  Sophocles,  whom  Dr.  Graves  so 
eulogizes,  only  defines  dark  age  Greek,  gives  dip  as  its  first 
meaning,  when  it  never  means  dip  in  classic  Greek,  as  wc  have 
seen,  and  he  quotes:  "Captize  {dakrusi)  in  tears/'  he  renders 
it.  There  is  no  in  there.  "  Baptize  with  tears"  is  the  Greek. 
So,  Sophocles,  an  immersionist,  is  forced  to  support  us.  But 
what  of  the  assertion  that  no^lexicon  gives  sprinkle  or  pour 
as  meanings  of  baptidzot  What  will  you  now  do  with  that, 
seeing  that  the  whole  body  of  the  best  on  earth  of  all  ages  do 
give  sprinkle  and  pour,  and  of  the  New  Testament  lexicons, 
all  the  standards,  every  one  of  the  better  class,  Schleosner, 
Wahl,  Schwarzius,  Suicer,  Leigh,  Stokius,  Robinson,  etc? 

But  Grimm,  he  says,  gives  mergo^  tmmergo^  etc.,  under  baptOy 
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the  root.  We  will  soon  test  his  accuracy  aud  fairaess,  theu. 
We  will  show  that  in  no  instance  in  ancient  Greek  did  bapto 
merse,  or  immerse,  objects.  All  immersionists  agree  that  the 
texts  are  the  ultimate  and  only  reliable  appeal.  But  the 
learned  and  most  scientific  of  all  the  Greek  grammarians, 
Kuhner,  gives  "  tiv^e"  and  a  host  of  others,  give  "  moisten"  as 
the  primary  meaning  of  bapto. 

I  read  Stokius,  and  Schleusner,  and  Suicer,  etc.  They  are 
in  evidence  just  as  they  record  it.  Stokius  gives  wash, 
cleanse,  as  its  only  New  Testament  use  as  a  rite.  He  declares 
this  (lotio  vel  oblutio)  washing  or  cleansing  could  be  aud  was 
accustomed  to  be  accomplished  (soleat)  adspergendo  aquam,  by 
sprinkling  the  water  (Mark  vii.,  4. ;  Luke  xi.  38)  hence  trans- 
ferred to  the  solemn  rite  of  baptism,  and  then  quotes  the  texts 
in  the  gospels  where  it  occurs  as  the  rite.  He  does  not  stop 
there.  He  tells  us  it  designates  the  pouring  out  of  the  Spirit, 
"since  anciently —  i.  e.,  since  in  the  New  Testament  baptidzo 
applied  to  pouring,  to  affusion — the  water  was  copiously 
poured  on  those  baptized,"  hence  baptidzo  applied  to  the 
abundance  of  the  gifts  of  the  Spirit.  We  formerly,  first 
speech,  gave  it  in  full,  as  also  Schleusner.  This  author  says 
immerse,  dip,  plunge  in  water,  and  answers  to  the  Hebrew 
to6aZ  iu  a  certain  place,  aud  to  toiAa  in  certain  onee;  that  is 
the  translation  of  those  words  in  the  Seventy  in  certain  places. 
But  in  this  sense  of  the  word,  mere  modal  sense  of  dip,  etc., 
it  never  occurs  in  the  New  Testament,  but  very  frequently 
does  in  the  Greek  writers.  We  gave  you  the  text  in  our  first 
speech.  He  also  gives  pour  forth — profundo.  Suicer  gave 
wash  as  the  New  Testament  use  of  baptidzo^  and  {per  immer- 
mnem  out  aspersionem)  by  immersion  or  sprinkling  as  the 
modes  or  form  of  baptism.  But  if  I  can't  find  a  Greek  writer 
supporting  sprinkle,  pour,  lexicons  amount  to  nothing  it  seems. 
But  we  showed  that  all  earlier  use  was  sprinkle  and  pour.  He 
has  never  even  noticed  the  texts  we  mainly  adduced,  not  once. 
Then  Origen  and  Basil  applied  baptidzo  to  a  case  where  "  pour 
on  water"  was  the  command,  and  they  poured  on  four  pitchers 
of  water  three  times  on  an  altar  of  stones,  timber,  and  an  ox 
on  that.     Dr.  Graves  puts  in  "bathed."     What  did  they  bathe ? 
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Washing  Was  for  purification,  not  for  bathing  as  a  religiociB 
rite.  Bathe  don't  save  him,  though  it  is  a  hiding  of  the  mean- 
ing. People  are  bathed  in  tears,  but  not  immersed.  We  take 
shower  baths ;  what  is  the  mode  ?  Pouring  water  over  the 
fevered  head,  body,  a  limb ;  sprinkling  it  on  bathes  such  parts. 
O  what  hiding  behind  ambiguous  words!  It  is  as  when  a 
hawk  darts  by  young  turkeys;  all  run  and  stick  their  heads 
under  the  clods,  and  think  they  are  hid.  But  let  us  now  take 
up  bapio^  the  root  of  baptidzOj  which  gave  baptidzo  its  first 
meaning. 

bapto  the  boot  of  baptidzo. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  Gtele,  Carson,  Stuart,  Beecher  (Ed.) 
and  the  hosts  of  authors  so  confound  bapto  and  baptidzo^  first 
quoting  the  one  then  the  other,  so  that  the  whole  is  a  confused 
mass,  and  only  the  Greek  scholar  able  t«»  tell  which  is  bapto^ 
which  is  baptidzo ;  and  the  other  vices  of  these  and  all  the  rest 
— ^Drf.  Dale,  Conanl,  Ripley,  A.  Campbell,  Vossius,  Suicer, 
consist  in  disregarding  the  date  of  the  writer,  his  merits  as  an 
accurate  or  less  accurate  exponent  of  language — in  a  word, 
in  never  noticing  the  fundamental  principle  that  must  be 
observed  to  have  any  claim  to  accuracy  and  truth  in  philology. 
Suffice  to  say,  that  on  bapto^  w^hen  treating  of  its  primary 
meaning,  that  to  be  determined  by  "inspection  of  the  pas- 
sages," the  first  Dr.  Dale  quotes  is  over  twelve  hundred  years 
later  than  its  first  appearance  in  Homer,  nearly  eight  hundred 
years  later  than  when  it  appeared  in  ^schylus.  Such  has 
been  the  unscientific  method  on  this  subject  Is  it  a  wonder 
no  definite  philological  facts  could  be  settled  upon,  but  only 
some  general  surface  facts  seen,  but  not  explained  ?  More  of 
this  will  come  up  under  baptidzo.  To  trace  the  primary  mean- 
ing, then,  of  bapto^  the  universally  admitted  root  of  baptidzoy  we 
will  give  all  the  earliest  occurrences  of  the  word  that  have  been 
found,  unless  by  accident  some  have  passed  our  observation, 
which  would  not  materially  change  the  question :  for  nearly 
all  of  them  have  been  the  result  of  immersion  research,  and 
they  were  searching  for  help  for  their  side.  We  begin  giving 
a  summary  of  the  pains  of  M.  Stuart  and  Dale,  when  prodac* 
ing  all  they  could  on  the  word,  they  not  noticing  the  ages  in 
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which  the  authorities  lived,  Dale  beginning  with  -^Eliau,  A.  D. 
third  century. 

Dale's  Summary  on  Bapto. — Dip,  14 ;  dye,  14 ;  imbue,  7 ; 
temper,  2 ;  gild,  1 ;  smear,  1 ;  stain,  1 ;  wash,  4 ;  moisten,  2 ; 
w^  1-47. 

1.  Of  these  forty-seven  cases  of  baptOj  we  have  thus  thirty- 
three  against  fourteen  for  dip. 

2.  Some  of  these  cases  are  partial  dips,  a  very  slight  and 
not  total  penetration  of  the  element  by  the  object  said  to  be 
baptized. 

8.  In  not  one  is  there  a  real  immerse — i.  e.,  sinking. 

4.  All  the  oldest  authorities  fail  to  furnish  a  case  of  dipj 
or  plunge^  or  immerse,  as  given  by  this  learned  scholar,  who 
hesitated  not  to  urge  for  dip  as  the  primary  meaning.  We 
give  his  rendering  of  the  oldest  authorities:  Homer,  stain, 
temper ;  ^schylus,  temper ;  Herodotus,  wash ;  Aristophanes, 
smear,  wash,  dye,  dip;  Sophocles,  stain,  temper;  Euripides, 
stain;  Aristotle,  moisten;  Plato,  dye.  This  is  a  sample, 
though  we  may  have  not  counted  them  as  accurately  as  the 
other  cases  where  more  pains  were  demanded,  fewer  cases 
found,  and  where  we  took  far  more  care  for  that  reason. 

6.  For  five  hundred  years  after  bapto  appears,  no  case  of  lit- 
eral dip,  but  stain  where  it  is  aftusion,  temper,  wash. 

6.  Next  two  hundred  years  only  twice  dip  against  a  large 
majority  pointing  to  affusion,  aspersion  as  the  modes  by  which 
the  objects  were  stained,  moistened,  washed,  etc. 

M.  Stuart.  So  strongly  does  he  favor  immersion  that  the 
Baptists  boast  that  Pedobaptists  will  not  publish  his  work, 
but  they  have  done  it  See  Introduction  by  Eld.  J.  11.  Graves 
to  the  Nashville  edition  of  eighteen  huhdred  and  fifty-six. 

1.  Of  fifty-six  occurrences,  in  classic  Greek  and  non-Bibli- 
cal usage,  he  has  it  rendered  dip,  dye,  color,  smear,  (Dr.  Carson 
and  others  render  it  "  smear,")  thrust,  bathe,  tincture,  tinge, 
plunge,  wash — ten  renderings.  He  has  7  full  dips,  9  where  it 
was  partial  not  total — 16  dip.  This  is  49  against  7  total  dips, 
or  40  against  16  dips,  partial  and  total,,  49  against  7  plunge, 
where  it  is  doubtful.     There  are  three  that  are  partial — not 
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enveloped  at  all,  10 — i.  e.,  46  against  10  for  plunge  in  any  way, 
and  36  against  the  sum  total  of  cases  of  dip  and  plunge — no 
case  of  immerse. 

If,  as  our  opponents  contend,  current  usage  determines  the 
primary  meaning,  dip  is  out  of  the  question,  and  immerse  does 
not  even  enter  court  for  a  plea.  Henry  Stephens,  favoring 
immersion  by  prejudice  and  education,  shows  that  moisten, 
stain,  paint  (/weo),  prevail  by  odds  over  dip.  He  excels  all 
lexicographers  by  vast  odds,  in  his  details  on  bapto.  But  let 
us  present  the  facts  in  scientific  order  by  dates. 

From  b.  c.  one  thousand  to  b.  c.  five  hundred — period  five 
HUNDRED  YEARS.  Two  writers  in  this  period  use  bapto^  each 
twice. 

1.  Homer,  B.  C.  1000 — popular  date  in  round  numbers. 
(1)  Batrachrom.  v.  218 :  Of  a  frog  pierced  and  slain  in  battle, 
"He  fell,  without  even  looking  upwards,  and  the  lake  was 
(ebapieto)  tinged  with  blood."  The  bloiKi  spurting  out — affu- 
sion— ^in  small  drops  or  sprinkling  streams  bapted  the  lake. 
Here,  in  the  earliest  use  of  bapto,  the  mode  is  not  dipping, 
but  affusion,  and  in  a  very  slight  way.  A  lake  is  bapted  with 
the  affusion  of  a  few  drops  of  blood.  This  gives  us  a  clear 
insight  into  how  dye,  stain,  color,  came  from  bapto.  (2) 
Odyssey,  i.  302 :  "  As  when  a  smith  {baptei)  tempers  a  hatchet 
or  huge  pole  axe  with  cold  water,"  or  "  in  cold  water.'  Here 
bapto  may  be  such  a  partial  dip  as  we  often  witness  in  the 
shops  where  smiths  temper  an  axe  or  hatchet.  The  edge  is 
slightly  dipped-  Yet,  from  the  allusion,  it  is  possible  it  was 
the  common  case  of  a  smith,  putting  cold  water  on  the  anvil 
and  placing  the  hatchet  or  axe  over  it,  hot,  strikes  with  the 
hammer,  when  the  report  is  tremendous,  some  times  quite  as 
loud  as  a  gun.  This  is  constantly  done  in  tempering  axes  and 
hatchets.  This  is  most  likely  Homer's  allusion.  Any  way, 
immersion  is  oat  of  the  question,  and  dip,  even  partial,  very 
doubttul. 

-^schylus,  born  B.  C.  529,  uses  bapto  twice.  1.  "  For  the 
wife  has  deprived  each  husband  of  life  {bapsasci)  staining  the 
sword  by  slaughter."  Prometh.  v.  861.  The  mode  involved 
in  bapio  here  is  easily  determined.    It  does  not  say  that  the 
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sword  is  bapted  into  some  penetrable  matter — ^plunged  in.  It 
is  stained,  bapted,  by  the  slaughter,  cutting  men's  heads  olt', 
piercing  their  bodies,  necks,  etc.,  causing  blood  to  effuse,  pour 
out,  be  sprinkled  upon  earth,  men  and  swords,  gushed  out 
upon  them,  by  these  processes  the  sword  is  stained.,  ^sch y- 
lus  used  it  again.  2.  "  This  garment  {ebaphaen)  stained  by  the 
blood  of  ^gisthns,  is  a  witness  to  me."  Here,  the  sword  in 
tiictiug  a  fatal  wound,  the  blood  spurts  out  and  besprinkles 
the  garment,  or  is  effused  upon  the  garment,  and  being  a  col- 
oring matter,  not  only  moistens,  but  stains  the  garment. 

Now,  I  have  examined  the  record  of  bapto  from  its  first  use 
to  five  hundred  years.  It  occurs  four  times.  Three  of  these 
four  occurrences  it  applies  to  affusion,  once  it  is  doubtful  as  to 
mode.  The  facts  overwhelmingly  sustain  affusion,  sprinkling, 
as  the  primary  import  of  the  word. 

Bapto,  the  root  of  baptidzo,  from  B.  C.  500  till  429  B.  C. 
From  ^schylus  to  Plato,  embracing  Sophocles,  Herodotus, 
Euripides,  Aristophanes,  Xenophon. 

1.  Sophocles,  born  B.  C.  495,  Ajax  v,  95.  "  Thou  hast  well 
{ebapsas)  stained  thy  sword  {pros)  by  means  of  [or  with  respect 
to]  tlie  army  of  the  Greeks."     Same  as  above. 

2.  Herodotus,  born  B.  C.  484  in  Euterpe.  1.  {bos  epi  ton 
potamon)  "  Going  to  the  river  he  ebapae,  washed  himself." 
Exodus  ii,  5.  Pharoah's  daughter  went  and  "  washed  {lotto) 
herself  at  the  river."  It  is  of  an  Egyptian, Herodotus  is  speak- 
ing, and  they  washed  {huo)  always  for  the  object  there  named. 
He  did  not  dip  at  the  river,  but  washed  at  the  river,  as  we  say 
at  the  spring,  fountain  or  river.  So  Judith,  xii,  7,  washed 
[epi]  at  the  fountain.  "  The  king's  chariot  was  washed  at  the 
pool."  2.  "Colored  [bdbammena']  garments."  This  is  the 
earliest  case  where  bapto  Is  used  in  the  sense  of  dyed  or  col- 
ored, save  where  blood  from  wounds  besprinkles  and  stains 
garments.  It  is  six  hundred  years  later  than  the  use  of  bapto^ 
to  stain,  in  Homer;  forty  years  later  than  .^chylus  uses  it 
for  staining  by  sprinkling  or  pouring;  hence,  we  see  stain  is 
not  derived  from  dip,  nor  from  dye,  but  dye  is  derived  from 
stain,  stain  from  sprinkle.  From  sprinkling  and  pouring, 
when  applied  to  the  water  of  a  river,  we  see  wash  or  cleanse. 
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3.  Euripides,  born  B.  0.  480,  uses  bapto  for  dip  where  a 
bucket,  and  where  a  pitcher,  is  dipped  to  get  water.  Where 
this  is  done  most  generally  the  pitcher,  etc.,  is  not  submerged, 
but  only  partly  put  into  the  liquids  and  suddenly  withdrawn. 
"Dip  a  vessel  and  bring  sea  water.'  "Dip  up  with  pitchers." 
Hex  uses  it  for  plunge.  "  He  [ebapse]  plunged  (his  sounding 
scimitar)  into  the  flesh."  Later  used  thus,  by  Lycophron: 
"Plunged  his  sword  into  the  viper's  bowels."  Dionysius 
Halicar;  "Plunge  [bapsds']  his  spear  between  the  other's  ribs." 
He  "at  the  same  instant  plunged  his  into  his  belly."  In  all 
the  strongest  immersionists  can  adduce,  there  is  no  total  im- 
mersion. While  the  whole  stvord,  spear,  etc.,  is  spoken  of  as 
bapted>only  a  small  part  enters  the  vipers  bowels,  the  body, 
etc.,  etc. 

4.  Aristophanes,  born  about  450  6.  C.  (Conant),  uses  bapto 
unusually  often  not  to  have  occasion,  like  Plato  and  Aristotle, 
to  write  on  philosophy,  nature,  etc.  1.  Speaking  of  Magnes, 
an  old  comic  writer  of  Athens,  he  says :  "  Smearing  himself 
[baptomenos]  with  frog  colored  [batracheiois]  paints."  Here  the 
element  coloring  is  applied  to  the  person.  No  dip.  Again: 
2.  "  Do  not  adorn  yourself  with  garments  of  variegated  ap- 
pearance, colored  J^baptoTi]  at  great  cost"  Here  the  colors  seem 
to  be  the  effect,  as  often  then  occurred,  of  needle  work,  taking 
different  colors  and  working  them  into  garments,  bapting 
them  thus.  3.  Omis  baptos,  in  Aves,  p.  526,  "a  colored 
bird,"  referring  to  a  bird  of  variegated  plumage.  Later, 
Greeks  and  Hebrews,  as  well  as  Arabs,  speak  of  "  sprinkled 
with  colors, '  "sprinkled  with  grey,"  etc.  Later  Greeks  refer 
to  stones,  birds,  animals,  etc.,  as  bapted,  where  they  have 
various  colors  imparted  by  nature.  Birds  and  animals  do  not 
dip  themselves  in  dye  to  receive  their  spots,  plumage  and 
variegated  colors  4.  A  bully  speaking,  Acham,  Act  i,  sc.  1, 
he  says :  "  Lest  I  [bapso^mma]  stain  you — cause  the  blood 
to  stain  you — with  a  Sardinian  hue."  Here  bapto  occurs 
twice,  one  being  a  noun  form,  derived  from  bapto,  in  both, 
dipping  is  out  of  the  question.  The  blood  streams  from  the 
stroke  of  a  flst,  as  we  say,  give  you  a  bloody  nose  or  face. 
See   this  quoted   by   quite  all   leading  lexicons    on    biqpto. 
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5.  "  First,  they  wash  [ftoptos]  the  wool  in  warm  water."  The 
wool  is  washed  with  the  water  as  a  means,  not  washed  while 
in  or  under  the  water.  Mere  dipping  wool  is  not  washing  it, 
hence  it  is  no  allusion  to  any  mode.  6.  The  other  instance, 
seventh  case  of  bapto  in  same  form,  is  compounded  with  m, 
and  strengthens  the  verb  so  much  that  it  is  no  test  of  the 
meaning  of  baptOj  just  as  in,  with  tingo  in  Latin,  entirely 
changes  the  meaning  from  moisten  to  dip.  In  Aristophanes, 
then,  five  times  bapto  occurs,  and  once  bammaj  same  thing, 
making  six  occurrences.  Not  once  is  it  dip,  or  plunge,  or 
immerse.  It  is  used  where  the  element  is  applied  by  hand, 
or  an  instrument  containing  the  element,  to  the  person.  So 
-^tion,  Plutarch,  Arrian,  later,  use  bapto  for  dyeing  the  beard, 
dyeing  the  hair,  coloring  the  parts  about  the  eyes,  the  face 
with  paints,  as  do  other  Greek  writers.  It  was  a  very  com- 
mon habit  to  do  this  and  it  was  described  by  bapto^  haptos. 

Plutarch,  vi,  680:  "Then  perceiving  that  his  beard  was 
colored  [baptomenoTi]  and  his  head." 

Arrian :  "  The  Indians  [baptontai]  dyed  their  beards."  They 
applied  the  matter  or  element  to  their  beard. 

Hippocrates,  B.  C.  480,  quoted  by  Dr.  Carson,  speaking  of 
a  dyeing  substance  says:  "When  it  drops  [evitaxce]  upon  the 
garments  they  are  stained,"  bapted^  baptetai. 

Dropping  a  colored  liquid  "  upon  the  garments  "  is  hardly  a 
clear  case  of  dipping  or  immersing. 

We  have  gone  over  the' period  from  Homer  to  Plato,  from 
1000  B.  C,  to  429  B.  C. 

During  these  periods  of  illustrious  writers, 

1.  Not  once  does  it  mean  immerse. 

2.  Not  once  a  total  dip  of  the  whole  object,  baptecL 

3.  Only  three  times  does  it  mean  to  dip,  even  in  the  partial 
manner  seen. 

4.  Ik  not  one  of  the  instances  does  it  describe  the  act 
performed  bt  baptists  when  thet  baptize. 

5.  It  frequency  applies  to  the  very  modcj  and  to  its  full  extent^ 
used  by  Pedobaptists.    It  is  not  mode  we  demand  as  such  at  all. 


304  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

The  application  of  the  element,  water,  to  the  subject  in  any 
way,  meetR  all  we  demand. 

6.  Its  prevailing  use  as  yet  was  in  cases  of  affusion  and 
effusion,  or  aspersion. 

FROM  B.  C.  429  TO  A.  D.  1 — PLATO,  ABI8T0TLE,  BTO. 

Plato,  born  B.  C.  429,  uses  it  for  dip,  and  constantly  for 
dye,  and  need  not  be  quoted  dye  where  it  was  by  dipping. 

Aristotle,  B.  C.  384,  speaks  of  dyeing,  coloiing  and  dipping 
once,  where  it  is  partial,  dyeing  where  it  is  by  dipping,  says 
also,  speaking  of  a  dyeing  substance — {thibomenos  de  baptd  km 
anthidzei  taen  chdra) ''  being  pressed,  it  moistens  (badtei)  and 
dyes  (anthidzei)  the  hand." 

Here  the  mode  cannot  be  mistaken.  The  fluid,  came  upon, 
into  contact  with,  the  object  moistened,  and  having  coloring 
elements  in  it,  {anthidzei)  stains  or  dyes  the  hand. 

Here  the  greatest  of  all  Greek  scholars  in  all  ages,  uses 
hapto  for  moisten,  where  it  comes  upon,  or  into  contact  with, 
the  object  moistened,  by  being  pressed  out  of  a  substance, 
hence  perfect  effusion  is  the  mode,  the  effect  is  to  color,  and 
not  even  bapto^  but  anthidzo  describes  that  act. 

Let  us  examine  this  word  that  means  to  dye,  color,  ariihidzo. 
Stephanus.  Anthidzo^  to  sprinkle  with  flowers,  con^per^o,  ea»n- 
thidzo^  tingo,  stain.  Suidas,  and  other  native  Greeks,  exchange 
it  with  bapto.  Liddell  and  Scott's  Greek  lexicon  anthidzo^  to 
strew  with  flowers,  to  deck  as  with  flowers,  to  dye,  stain  with 
colors,  to  bloom,  to  be  dyed  or  painted.  [Metaphorically.] 
A  man  whose  hair  is  sprinkled  with  white.    (Sophocles) 

This  shows  how  a  word  may  come  to  mean  to  color,  dye, 
stain,  without  dipping. 

We  have  gone  over  ground  enough  to  pause.  Centuries 
more  would  tally  with  the  above  exhibit.  Marcus  Antonius 
speaks  of  the  soul  [baptetai]  tinged  by  the  thoughts,  takes  their 
hue.  "  Tinge  it,  then,  hapte^  by  accustoming  yourself  to  such 
thoughts." 

Diodorus  Siculus,  B.  C.  69-80 :  ''  Ooats  [bapiais]  colored 
and  flowered  with  various  colors.''     *^  Native  warmth  has 
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[ebapsen]  tinged  the  above  varieties  of  the  growth  of  things 
(birds,  precious  stones,  etc.)  before  mentioned."  Tona.  iii, 
3 15;  xi,  149.  Later — i.  e.,  years  after  Christ,  bapto  came  to  apply 
to  total  dippings,  which  were  sudden.  In  the  dyeing  among 
the  ancients,  we  know  too  little  to  be  able  to  say  how  long 
tlie  garment  remained  in  contact  with  the  element,  or  how 
much  of  the  garment  at  a  time  was  dipped  into  the  dye.  We 
have  no  real  proof  that  the  whole  object  in  any  case  at  any 
and  the  same  time  was  put  Into  the  dye.  Granting  it  was, 
two  facts  are  clear : 

1.  Dye  is  derivative,  not  primary.  The  history  shows 
that. 

2.  Sprinkle,  pour,  dropping  upon,  were  the  earliest  modes 
implied  in  bapto. 

Take  now  the  fact  that  in  the  Old  and  New  Testaments 
fnipto  occurs  a  number  of  times,  the  following  holds  true: 

1.  It  never  applies  there  to  an  immersion. 

2.  It  never  involves  envelopment  in  a  single  case.  In  John 
xii,  26,  Mark  xiv,  20,  Luke  xvi,  24,  embaptOy  Matt,  xxvi,  23, 
Lev.  x,  6,  etc.,*  (the  Old  Testament  cases  will  come  in  under 
Hebrew  tabal,  see  Index),  Rev.xix,  14.  It  never  involves,  in 
all  the  Bible,  the  putting  of  the  whole  object  under  the  ele- 
ment. 

3.  In  the  only  cases  where  it  applies  to  the  element  of  water 
unmixed  with  coloring  elements,  it  has  the  force  of  sprinkle. 
Daniel  iv,  30;  v.  21,  ebaphce  his  (Nebuchadnezzar's)  body  was 
wet,  sprinkled  Ibapto]  with  the  dew  of  heaven."  Theodotian 
made  this  version  near  the  apostolic  time.  In  Rev.  xix,  13,  it 
is  used  for  sprinkle,  and  so  rendered  by  the  Ethiopic,  Syriac, 
and  seven  of  the  most  ancient  and  bost  versions.  It  is  trans- 
lated sprinkle  by  the  three  greatest  of  the  Greek  Fathers  of 
the  second  and  third  centuries,  Irenseus,  Origen,  and  Hippoly- 
tus,  all  native  Greeks. 

Thus  we  see  that  sprinkle  is  the  the  primary  meaning  and 
inheres  in  bapto  to  the  third  century  after  Christ,  that  is 
enough,  covers  the  case. 

»8ee  Exodus  xii,  22 ;  Lev.  xiv,  16 ;  iv,  17 ;  ix,  9 ;  xiv,  6-^,  etc. 

20 


3o6  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

We  have  seen  that  dye,  stain,  color,  paint,  constantly  come 
from  words  primarily  meaning  to  sprinkle,  others,  to  moisten, 
when  it  is  by  affusion.    The  facts  become  overwhelming. 

We  see  in  the  above  exhibit  that  the  quantity  of  the  baptiug 
element  is  wholly  left  out.  In  one  case  the  blood  of  a  frog 
applies  to  a  lake — ehapteto  d^hai-mati  UmncB.  A  few  drops  bapted 
"  the  garments."  The  hand  was  bapted  by  the  coloring  mois- 
ture touching  it  The  body  was  **  bapted  by  the  dew  [apo] 
from  heaven."  The  blood  of  a  slain  bird  bapted  the  living 
bird,  hyssop,  scarlet,  wool  and  all.  The  vesture  or  outer  gar- 
ment is  bapted  with  blood,  compared  to  the  grape  juice  in 
treading  the  wine  press.     Rev.  xix,  1,  with  Is.  Ixiii,  1-3. 

Again,  no  definite  and  single  mode  inheres  in  it  It  comes 
to  be  used  where  by  any  possible  process  the  wetting,  the  col- 
oring, the  staining  matter  comes  npon  the  object,  even  where 
birds  grow  and  stones  are  formed,  colored  by  nature.  We 
will  see  many  other  words  in  future  of  like  use. 

After  these  fiEicts,  which  being  presented,  no  one  dare  ques- 
tion them,  to  talk  as  Baptists  do,  that  bapio  always  implies 
dip,  is  simply  to  shut  one's  eyes  and  seek  to  fan  the  sun  into  a 
sea  of  ice  with  a  pea-cock's  tail.  After  all  this,  it  is  a  matter 
of  indifference  what  Anthon,  so  paraded  by  our  opponents, 
says  in  his  letter,  especially  when  he  also  thus  writes  and 
publishes,  well  supported  in  it  too:  "Baptse.  The  priests 
of  Cotytta.  The  name  is  derived  from  bapto,  to  tinge  or  dye, 
from  their  painting  their  cheeks  and  staining  the  parts  around 
the  eyes  like  women."  Class.  Die,  by  Charles  Anthon. 
Does  dye,  stain,  come  from  dipping? 

All  facts,  all  philology,  all  history  demonstrate 

1.  That  sprinkle,  moisten,  was  the  primary  meaning  of 
bapto, 

2.  That  stain,  color,  smear,  are  its  next  meanings,  as 
sprinkling  with  coloring  matter  necessarily  so  resulted. 

3.  Sprinkling  water  washed,  but  so  slight  a  sprinkle  carried 
not  force  enough  for  it  to  be  used  often  for  that,  and  baptidzo 
in  religious  use  took  that  meaning  from  pouring  water. 
Bapto  but  rarely  applies  to  washing. 
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4,  That  dip  is  derived  from  color,  staiu,  a  derivative  from  a 
derivative,  v^hich  is  very  common  in  all  languages. 

5.  That  in  Christ's  daj,  and  later,  Origen,  Irensus,  born 
four  years  before  John  died,  Hippolytus,  and  all  the  learned 
translators  translate  bapto^  sprinkle — this  sustained  by  the 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  the  church,  the  unanimous  verdict. 
Immersionists  all  insist  that  bapto  and  baptidzo  are  the  same 
in  meaning,  only  differ  in  one  point,  bapto  means  stain  or  dye 
they  say.  We  have  shown  how  it  so  means — ^its  philology. 
Hence  our  position  stands  as  firm  as  the  everlasting  hills. — 
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DR.  GRAVES'  FOURTEENTH  SPEECH. 
Arfument  from  the  Lexicons. 

Advancing  to  my  main  argument,  I  will  submit  a  few  additional 
lexical  authorities . 

I  a4.  Chas.  Anthon  ( late  President  of  ColumUa  College,  N.  Y.,  than 
Iwhom,  a»  a  Greek  scholar,  no  man  on  the  American  continent  stood 
'higher. 


s 


**  Baptidzo.  **  The  primary  meaning  of  the  word  is  to  dip  or  immerBe^  and  its 
necondttry  meaningSy  if  it  ever  had  aity^  all  refer  in  some  way  or  other  to  the  9am§ 
Uad.ng  idea,     SPRINKLING,  etc.,  are  entirely  out  qf  the  questianj** 

'ib,  Trommius,  (1718)  Con.  of  Sept  ^^  BapfidzOy  to  haptize^  to  immerse^ 
to  dip.'' 

36.  VoMBius,(i6^).  ^^  Baptidzo.  To  baptize  tignifieit  to  plunge.  JtxeHainly, 
therefore  J  signifies  more  iftan  ^^  epi  polazein^^^  which  is  to  iwim  lightly  on  the  tap^ 
and  UfS  than  ^^dunein^^^  which  is  to  sink  to  the  bottom  so  as  to  be  destroyed.** 

You  will  notice  that  this  author  pointedly  denies  the  troth 
of  my  opponent's  assertion,  that  baptized,  in  the  sense  of  to 
immerse,  is  used  to  signify  to  drown^  to  destroy  life,  by  all 
classic  Greek  writers.  Schleusuer,  though  suppressed,  declares 
that  it  is  never  used  in  the  sense  of  to  drown,  to  destroy  life, 
in  the  New  Testament,  though  it  is  sometimes  so  used  by  the 
Greeks. 

37.  Pickering.  *^  Baptidzo ^  to  dip,  iiumen>e,  submerge,  plunge,  sink, 
overwlielm  ;  [these  are  his  primary  definitions :  now  follow  his  seoondaiy, 
or  figurative,]  to  steep ;  to  soak ;  to  wet ;  twid.,  to  wash  one's  seH  <w 
bathe ;  oi  bebaptismenoi,  soaked  in  wine,  or  drunken.  Piat.  Sympl.  176^  B; 
overwhelmed  with  debtSy  Plat;  with  gueationSj  Pat.j  Euthyd.  ;  to  overwhdm 
one  with  anything;  to  be  prodigal  toward  cne  ;  to  sink  a  ship  or  galley. — *  Greek 
Lexicon.*' 

A*  38.  Passow.    ^^BaptidsOy  eintaucheUy  untertaucheny  tod^iUy  to  dip 
[  under.''    [  When  Elder  Ditzler  read  this  author,  he  passed  over  these,  and 

only  read  figurative  meanings,  and  I  now  give  these  as  Passow'sprimofy 

ones], 

39.  Kouma.  ''  Baptidzo  to  immerse,  to  dip  repeatedly  into  a  liqiiid. 

40.  Gaza.  ^^ BapHdzoy  to  dip  repeatedly;  hence,  (i<.,  by  motonymy), 

used  for  to  drench^  to  washy  to  bathe.'* 
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You  have  noticed  that  Donegau  and  these  two  last  give  "to 
dip  repeatedly"  as  one  of  the  meanings  of  baptidzo.  It  was 
thought  for  a  while  that  zo  indicated  a  repetition  of  the  action, 
but  it  is  now  given  up.  Liddell  &  Scott  rejected  it  from  their 
Lexicon,  and  Robinson  says  "  frequentative  in /orw  but  not  in 
facC' 

I  could  give  many  others,  but  I  have  here  presented  more 
than  was  ever  brought  forward  in  a  public  discussion  upon 
this  continent,  and  all  the  principal  ones  I  have  with  me.  The 
mind  that  these  forty  of  the  most  authoritative  lexicons  extant 
will  not  convince,would  be  as  proof  against  four  hundred.  You 
will  notice  I  have  given  their  definitions  in  their  own  words, 
if  in  Latin,  quoted  the  text,  that  you  may  decide  if  I  translate 
properly.  I  have  invariably  given  the  primary  and  literal 
meanings,  but  my  opponent  gives,  we  know  not  what  meaning 
of  his  authors,  save  we  know  he  never  gives  the  litei^al  ones, 
and  he  gives  their  meanings  in  his  own  words,  seldom  giciny 
the  text  You  will  decide  which  of  us  treats  this  question 
fairly. 

Another  fact,  every  lexicographer  of  these  forty,  are  Pedo- 
baptist  witnesses,  not  one  a  Baptist.  I  therefore  submit  my 
argument  from  the  testimony  of  lexicographers  to  the  public 
with  all  confidence.  Let  an  unprejudiced  world  decide  if  my 
opponent  has  produced  the  thousandth  part  of  the  evidence 
for  the  definition  to  sprinkle^  or  to  pour  as  the  proper  because 
vrimary  meaning  of  baptidzo.  I  do,  before  God  and  this  peo- 
ple, deny  most  conscientiously  that  he  has  produced  any.  He 
has  not  brought  forward  a  standard  lexicon  of  the  Greek 
language,  that  gives  to  sprinkle  or  to  pour  as  the  primary,  the 
literal  or  proper  signification  of  baptidzo!  If  I  am  mistaken, 
let  him  correct  me  here  and  now — let  him  produce  it,  or  give 
satisfactory  evidence  that  it  exists  when  he  rises  again.  With 
the  philological  speculations  of  his  crazy  Furst  I  have  nothing 
to  do,  but  even  Furst,  if  his  full  testimony  could  only  be 
taken,  will  testify  to  the  fact  that  to  dip,  to  immerse,  was  the 
current  use  of  baptidzo  in  the  days  of  Christ  and  his  apos- 
tles, even  though  he  may  claim  that  it  meant  to  sprinkle  a 
thousand  years  before,  and  this  is  all  I  want     This  admission 
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is  to  be  found  somewhere  in  the  writings  of  Olinthos  Gre- 
gory. ^^  Touching  the  action  of  baptism ,  it  is  one  question 
where  the  proof  is  all  on  the  side  of  the  Baptists."  Must  not 
every  one  who  is  not  so  unintentionally  prejudiced  that  he 
cannot  reason  and  feel  the  force  of  testimony,  see  that,  thus 
&Ty  the  evidence  is  all  on  our  side,  that  baptidzOj  in  its  current 
literal  signification  in  the  days  of  Christ  was  to  dip,  to  im- 
merse ? 

Argument  firom  the  UivarUbl*  Practice  of  the  EMtern  or  Qreek  Chiirok. 

This  church  grew  out  of  the  apostacy  of  the  third  and  fourth 
centuries.  Though  the  form  of  church  polity  was  changed  from 
a  Democracy  to  an  Episcopacy,  the  action  of  baptism  was  never 
changed  by  this  so  called  church.  From  the  fourth  century 
until  to-day  by  Canonical  authority  with  which  its  office  of 
Holy  Baptism  corresponds,  immersion  has  been  the  undevia- 
ting  practice,  though  early  in  its  history  it  so  corrupted  the 
law  as  to  institute  three  immersions  for  the  one  Christ  appointed, 
and  Tertullian  on  its  first  introduction  declared  that  ^^ituxu 
more  than  the  Scriptures  required.^' 

I  give  here  the  Ritual  of  the  Qreek  church. 
Extract  from  Qoar's  *'£UCHOLOGIAN,  or  Ritual  of  the  QreelaL^ 
"Office  of  the  Holy  Ikicersion  (Baptism)." 
(after  the  preliminary  ceremonies) 

"And  when  the  whole  body  is  anointed,  the  priest  ihscersbb  (baptize^ 
him  [the  child],  holding  him  erect,  and  looking  toward  the  east,  saying: 

The  servant  of  Qod  [name}  ia  imkebsed  (BAPnzED)^  in  the  nanie  of  the 
Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Spirit;  now  and  ever,  anSto  age» 
of  ages.    Amen. 

At  each  invocation,  bringing  him  down,  and  bringing  him  up.  And 
afta:  the  nacEBSixa  (BAPnziNa),  the  priest  washes  his  hands,  rfnging 
with  the  people :  *Happy  they,  whose  sins  are  forgiven,' "  etc. 

As  Elder  Ditzler  has  flatly  denied  that  the  Greek  church  iu 
all  its  parts  does  invariably  inimerse  and  has  invariably  done 
so  since  the  fourth  century,  now  1476  years,  I  will  now  quote 
a  few  of  the  many  authors  on  this  statement  that  eoncema  a 
plain  matter  of  fact,  that  you  may  see  who  tries  to  mislead  you 

touching  a  matter  so  patent  to  all. 

Dr.  WuiTBY.~''The  observation  of  the  Greek  churdi  is  thiSi  that  He 

'^^ctuded  ouioftke  maUr^  must  first  dneemd  down  into  It.** 
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Db.  WAiiii.— "  The  Greek  church  hi  all  the  branches  of  it  does  still  use 
immersion.''  *'A11  the  Cliristians  in  Asia,  all  in  AMca,  and  about  one- 
third  part  of  Europe,  are  of  the  last  sort,  in  which  third  part  of  Europe 
comprehended  the  Christians  of  Qreecia,  Thracia,  Servia,  Bulgaria,  Rasoia, 
Wallachia,  Moldavia,  Bussia,  Nigra,  and  so  on ;  and  even  the  Muscovites, 
who,  if  coldness  of  the  country  will  excuse,  might  plead  for  a  dispensation' 
with  the  most  reason  of  any.'' — His.  of  Inf.  Bap.,  part  IL,  c.  ix. 

Deyi^inqius — *'The  Greeks  retain  the  rite  of  immersion  to  this  day:  as 
Jeremiah,  the  Patriarch  of  Ck>nstantinople,  declares." — De  Prudent.  Paato- 
rial^  pars  ilL  c.  iii.,  2  26. 

Schubert. — "It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Greeks  that  the  true  baptism  of 
Christ  is  administered,  not  by  the  application  of  water  in  any  way,  but  by 
inmiersion,  or  by  hiding  the  person  to  be  baptized  under  water." — Inttit. 
Theol.  Polem.  pars  ii.  c.  ill.,  ?  12. 

BnssiAN  Catechism.—"  This  they  [the  Greek  church  in  Bussia]  hold  to 
be  a  point  necessary^  that  no  part  of  tiie  child  be  undipped  in  the  water."* 
— In  Booth,  on  Bap.,  vol.  iL  p.  414. 

Alexander  de  Btourdza,  Bussian  State-Councillor,  in  a  work  pub- 
lished at  Stutgartm  1816,  says:  "The  church  of  the  West*  has,  then, 
departed  from  the  example  of  Jesus  Christ;  she  has  obliterated  the  whole 
sublimity  of  the  exterior  sign :— in  short,  she  commits  an  abuse  of  words 
and  of  ideas  in  practising  baptism  by  cispersion^  this  very  term  being  in  itself 
a  derisive  contradiction.  The  verb  baptidzo,  immergo,  has  in  fact  but  one 
sole  acceptation.  It  signifies,  literally  and  always  to  plunge.  Baptism  and 
immei'sion  are,  therefore,  identical ;  and  to  say,  baptism  by  aspersion^  is  as 
if  one  should  say,  immersion  by  aspersion^  or  any  other  absurdity  of  the  same 
nature." — In  Dr.  Conant,  on  Bap.,  pp.  150,  151. 

The  Bishop  OF  THE  CYCiiADES,  in  1837  published  at  Athens  a  book 
entitled,  The  Orthodox  Doctrine.  Speaking  of  sprinkling,  he  says:  "Where 
has  the  Pope  taken  the  practice  from?  Where  has  the  Western  church 
seen  it  adopted,  that  she  declares  it  to  be  right?  Has  she  learned  it  from 
the  baptism  of  the  Lord?  Let  Jordan  bear  witness,  and  first  proclaim  the 
inunecBions  and  the  emersions.  From  the  words  of  our  Lord?  Hear 
them  aright  Disciple  the  nations;  then  baptize  them.  He  says  not,  then 
anoint  them,  or  sprinkle  them ;  but  he  plainly  commissions  His  apostles 
to  baptize.  The  word  baptidzo  explained,  means  a  veritable  dipping,  and  hi 
fiM5t  o  perfect  dipping.  An  object  ia  baptized  when  it  is  completely  concealed. 
This  is  the  the  proper  explanation  of  the  word  baptidzo.  Did  the  Pope,  then, 
learn  it  fh>m  the  apostles,  or  from  the  yrord  and  the  expression,  or  from 
the  church  in  the  splendor  of  her  antiquity  ?  Nowhere  did  such  a  practice 
prevail;  nowhere  can  a  Scriptural  passage  be  found  to  afford  shelter  to  the 
opinions  of  the  Western  churcli." — In  Bap.,  Mag.,  1849. 

Prof.  Stuart.--'' The  mode  of  baptism  by  immersion,  theOrientalN 
church  has  always  contuojed  to  pbesebve,  even  down  to  the  J 

PBEBENT  TDOS."  ,^^ 


Boman  Catholic, 
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Now  this  is  my  argument  from  this  authority.  The  scholars 
of  this  church,  and  it  has  had  many  distinguished  ones  in  every 
century,  sach  as  Cyril,  Beza,  Chrysostom,  Athanasius,  Gregory, 
John  of  Damascus,  Theophylact,  Zonoras  of  the  twelfth  cen- 
tury, certainly  understood  their  own  mother  tongue  far  better 
than  any  men  who  live  in  this  age,  and  they  could  not  Lave 
been  in  ignorance  of  the  meaning  of  the  simple  verb  baptidzo^ 
that  they  used  daily,  not  only  concerning  the  common  affairs 
of  life,  but  in  their  sermons,  religious  instructions  and  church 
ritual.  All  the  scholars  and  commentators  and  historians  of 
this  church  from  the  fourth  century  to  this  day  with  one  voice 
testity  that  to  immerse  or  to  dip  is  the  primary  and  physical 
and  5ofe  sense  oibaptidzo.  With  this  testimony  we  have  seen 
the  invariable  practice  of  this  church  accords.  Can  a  more 
conclusive  argument  possibly  be  framed?  We  submit  it  to 
the  verdict  of  the  Christian  world. 

Replication. 

I  must  now  defend  the  lexicons  from  my  opponent's  attack, 
and  reply  to  some  of  his  statements  in  his  last  speech. 

L  He  must  remember  that  I  alone  have  the  right  to  lead 
the  discussion  in  this  proposition,  and  it  is  his  duty  to  follow 
me,  and  reply  to  my  arguments  as  I  present  them,  and  not  to 
skyrocket  all  over  creation  the  very  first  day.  It  was  my 
plan  to  examine  the  Word  ot  God  on  this  subject  first,  and 
lexicons  in  their  proper  place.  I  have  produced  forty  of  the 
most  reliable  extant,  and  certainly  all  the  acknowkdged 
standard  lexicons^  and  now  he  says  I  have  put  them  out  of  all 
order,  and  I  understand  him  to  impeach  the  "whole array." 
But  of  the  thirty-ti;\'o,  I  read  first,  he  mentions  but  seven  in 
any  way,  and  now  let  us  see  what  he  says. 

Ho  charges  that  I  so  read  Stephanus  and  Scapula,  as  to 
make  them  say  that  baptidzo  is  to  immerse  things  in  water  for 
the  sake  of  dyeing.  Possibly  I  did,  for  I  was  reading  with  great 
rapidity  to  get  all  my  proof  in.  I  will  read  more  carefully,  as 
I  would  have  it  go  to  record  : 

Stephants.— **  Baptidzo.    Mergo,  sea  immeigo,  at  qa»  tiogeodi  ant 

abluendl  gratia  aqufe  immergimus." 
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[To  immerse,  or  dip  in,  as  we  immerse  anything  for  the  sake  of  dyeing 
or  wasliing  in  water]. 

Mergo —  t.  «.,  submergo,  obruo  aqua.  [To  immerse,  t.  «.,  to  submerge, 
to  overwhehn  in  water. 

Mark  my  opponent  does  not  challenge  the  definitions  of  this 
great  lexicographer,  only  objects  to  my  reading  so  as  to  make 
baptidzo  apply  to  dyeing.  I  do  not  so  understand  the  author, 
but  to  say  this,  that  it  is  just  such  an  act  as  when  we  dip  any- 
thing for  the  sake  of  dyeing  it — it  is  usually  taken  out  I 
believe — or  into  water  to  wash  it — and  the  article  in  this  case 
is  taken  out.  Now,  this  i8  what  Elder  Ditzler  emphatically 
denies,  and  has  stoutly  denied  it  in  defiance  of  all  authorities 
throughout  this  discussion.  Stephanus,  whatever  others  may 
think,  says  its  action  is  like  that  of  bapto — L  e.,  like  the  act 
when  we  dip  anything  to  dye.     This  witness  is  unharmed. 

2.  He  says  I  made  Scapula  say  dip  in  water  for  the  sake  of 
dyeing,  and  that  I  know  baptidzo  is  not  used  for  dyeing.  Of 
course  I  do,  and  of  course  I  know  nothing  is  dyed  by  dipping 
it  in  water. 

I  will  read  again  to  let  all  see  what  I  do  understand  Scapula 
to  say.  • 

Scapula. — "Baptidzo,  seu  immergo.  Item  tingo;  utquodtingendi,  aut 
abluendi  gratia  aqua  Immergimus.  [To  mcnse  or  immerse.  Also  to  dip; 
as  we  immerse  anythingforthesakeof  dyeing  or  washing  it  in  water,]  item 
mergo,  submergo,  obruo  aqua.  [Also  to  immerse,  to  submerge,  to  over- 
whelm in  water.]  Baptismos  ot  Baptisma.  Mersio,  Lotio,  Ablutio,  ipse 
immergendi,  item  lavendi  seu  abluendi  actus.  [  Immersion,  washing, 
washing  clean;  the  act  itself  of  immersing;  also  of  washing,  or  washing 
dean.]" 

This  great  authority  certainly  talks  sense,  w^ich  I  most 
heartily  indorse  and  Elder  Ditzler  cannot  gainsay,  and  this 
testimony  with  that  of  Stephanus  decides  this  question  in  my 
favor,  beyond  controversy. 

But  Suidas,  of  the  tenth  centurv — ^I  have  never  seen  his 
lexicon,  nor  has  Elder  Ditzler — it  is  very  rare — but  I  suppose 
Ingham,  from  whom  I  quoted,  had  seen  it.  Dr.  Conant  under 
Example  43,  quotes  this  example  of  its  use  from  Suidas'  lexi- 
con, which  certainly  indicates  what  he  understood  it  to  mean, 
and  that  is  immersion.     "  Desiring  to  swim  through,  they  were 
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baptized  by  their  full  armor  " — i.  e.  submerged.    This  example 
sustains  Ingham. 

Elder  Ditzler's  fling  at  immersionists  is  unbecoming  in  a 
gentleman,  much  more  in  a  Christian.  It  is  the  utterance  of 
a  chafed  spirit,  overwhelmed  with  difliculties  he  cannot  over- 
come, and  Baptists  can  well  afford  to  overlook  it. 

But  Leigh ;  I  make  him  say  just  the  reverse  of  what  he  does 

*  say !    Now  this  is  a  question  of  simple  fact,  and  I  assert  most 

emphatically,   that  I  have  quoted  Leigh   correctly.    I  first 

copied  from  Ingham,  and  afterwards  justified  it  by  the  text  of 

Leigh,  which  I  hold  in  my  hand.     I  will  read  it. 

"  Baptidzo/^  omitting  its  derivation,  "  the  native  and  proper 
signification  of  it  is  to  dip,  to  dip  into  water,  or  to  plunge  under 
^  water."  I  appeal  from  Elder  Ditzler's  assertion  to  the  decis- 
ion of  the  scholars  present,  and  scholars  everywhere.  It  is 
your  book,  and  if  you  will  permit,  I  will  copy  the  text,  as  it  is 
in  Latin  for  the  reporter. 

Will  all  observe  that  Leigh,  speaking  of  the  use  of  bapHdzo 
in  the  New  Testament,  says  of  baptismas: 

"If  we  are  wUling  to^)b8erve  the  import  of  the  word,  the  term  of  bap- 
tism signifies  immersion  into  water,  or  the  act  itself  of  immersing  and 
washing  off.  Therefore,  from  the  very  name  and  etymology  of  the  word, 
it  appears  what  would  in  the  beginning  be  the  custom  of  admhiistering 
baptism,  whilst  we  now  liave  for  baptism  rather  rhantism,  that  is 
sprinkling." 

Can  anyone  now  doubt  the  correctness  of  the  definition  of 
baptidzOy  in  its  classical  sense,  which  I  gave?  baptisma  being 
one  of  its  noun  forms? 

lie  charges  me  with  omitting  "  the  whole  New  Testament 
definition  of  the  phrase."  I  gave  the  whole  primary  defini- 
tions, which  ray  opponent  fails  to  do.  I  will  show  in  ray  next 
speech  that  baptidzo  has  no  difterent  signification  in  the  New 
Testaraent  from  its  native,  primary,  classical  sense,  nor  does 
Stephanus  deny  it.  Therefore,  I  have  in  no  sense  misrepre- 
sented it 

He  charges  me  with  misquoting  Schleusner,  and  making 
him  say  the  reverse  of  what  he  does  say,  and  of  utterly  per- 
verting Stokius.    I  am  glad  that  he  has  preferred  tfab  charge 
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against  me,  for  I  am  still  alive  and  here  to  defend  myself. 
He  makes  the  same  charge  in  most  offensive  language  against 
A.  Campbell,  who  is  dead  and  unable  to  defend  himself.  I 
will  very  soon  enter  upon  my  defense,  and  if  my  opponent  is 
possessed  of  sensibilities  not  wholly  unblunted,  he  will  lay  a 
troubled  head  on  his  pillow  to-night,  and  regret  that  he  ever 
made  this  charge  against  me. 

Kow  for  Rost  &  Palm.  He  admits  their  lexicon  is  a  **great 
work."  How  have  I  perverted  them  ?  I  gave  the  text  not 
only  of  the  primary,  but  secondary  meanings  of  baptidzoy  also. 
Is  this  evidence  of  unfairness  on  my  part?  These  lexicog- 
raphers GIVE  TO  DIP  IN,  OR  TO  DIP  UNDER,  OFTEN  AND  REPEAT- 
EDLY,   AS   THE   PRIMARY     MEANING    OF    BAPTIDZo!       They   give, 

it  is  true,  to  dip  often,  and  as  some  do,  thinking  that  ^o,. indi- 
cates ek  frequentative  form,  but  this  theory  is  given  up.  Liddell 
and  Scott  in  their  later  editions  have  left  it  out,  and  Robinson 
says, ''  in  form  but  not  in  fact  frequentative " — to  dip  in  or 
under  then  remains  as  the  only  native^  primary ^  real  significa- 
tion of  baptidzo,  ^^Dahy"  therefore,  consequently,  indicates  the 
figuroHvey  as  opposed  to  the  literal  use,  by  metonymy  the  effect 
put  for  the  act  or  cavse  "  to  wet,"  "  to  moisten,"  "  to  over-pour," 
but  to  wet  or  to  sprinkle  are  not  therefore  real  definitions  of 
the  verb.  Webster  gives,*  "to  choose  by  chance,"  and  "to 
mortgage,"  under  the  verb  to  dip.  But  who  will  presume  to 
say  that  they  are  the  real,  literal  significations  of  the  verb 
to  dip?  These  are  all  the  specific  charges  Elder  Ditzler 
brings  against  the  thirty-two  lexicons  I  produced  in  Tny  last 
speech,  and  what  does  he  say.  "  Hence,  with  these  exposures,' 
exposures!  Mr.  President,  exposures!  These  exposures!! 
Has  he  made  the  shadow  of  one  ?  He  dare  not  say  it  here. 
But  he  seeks  to  make  the  impression  upon  his  friends  here 
and  the  public,  by  the  wordy  that  he  has,  without  making  the 
charge  direct.  But  you  know,  and  this  audience  knows,  that 
he  has  made  no  other  exposure  here,  save  that  his  cause  rests 
upon  the  remote  and  figurative  use  of  baptidzoy  as  given  by 
some  lexicons,  while  you  know  that  in  enacting  or  construing 
the  terms  of  a  law,  all  figurative  meanings  should  be  dis- 
carded. 
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He  concludes  his  assault  by  sajing,  "I  challenge  every  one 
of  Dr.  Graves'  lexicons."  Well,  I  say,  until  he  can  impeach 
the   lexicons   produced,   until  he   can  demonstrate  that   the 

primary  meanings  that  one  and  all  give  are  all  false,  such 
a  stupendous  recklessness  on  the  part  of  the  Elder  will,  as  it 
should  eliectually  destroy  all  the  confidence  of  mankind  in  him 
as  a  scholar  and  controversialist.  What  weight  will  his 
assertions  have  with  thinking  men  after  they  read  this? 

Dr.  George  Campbell,  that  eminent  scholar  of  England,  was 

a  Presbyterian,  but  he  was  an'honest  man.     In  lecturing  his 

students,  he  warned  them  against  the  rash  and  reckless  course 

of  a  man  like  my  opponent,  in  these  words: 

**  I  have  heard  a  disputant  in  defiance  of  etymology  and  use,  maintain 

^that  llie  word  baptidzo  means  more  properly  to  sprinkle  than  to  plunge, 

and  in  defiance  of  all  antiquity  [and  I  can  now  add  of  all  Greek  authors 

and  lexicographers],  that  the  former  was  the  earliest  and  most  general 

practice  in  l)aptizing.    One  who  argues  in  this  manner  never  fails  with 

\    persons  of  knowledge  to  betray  the  cause  he  would  defend,  and  tliou^ 

\   with  reHi)ect  to  ttie  vulgar,  bold  aHsertions  generally  Hucceed  as  well  bh 

\  arguments,  antl  sometimes  better;  yet  a  candid  mind  will  always  disdain 

\  to  take  the  help  of  falsehood,  even  in  the  support  of  truth." — Led.  on  Pul. 

.  El.  p.  304, 

History  of  Liddell  &  Scott's  Lexicon. 

• 

With  respect  to  Liddell  &  Scott's  Greek  Lexiv^on,  my  oppo- 
nent has  certainly  shown  that  he  does  not  understand  the 
history  of  that  Lexicon,  and  I  will  endeavor  to  make  that 
matter  plain  to  him,  and  all  men  should  know  it.  It  was  in 
1848  or  1849  that  Liddell  and  Scott,  two  of  the  most  distin- 
guished classical  scholars  of  England,  Episcopalians  both, 
issued  this  work,  a  great  work,  and  I  will  say  the  mogl 
authoriO'Mce  of  all  Gre^k  lexicons  ever  published  in  the  English 
language.  These  men  had  the  lexicons  of  all  the  most  distin- 
guished scholars  who  had  ever  written  before  them,  and  they 
took  Eld.  Ditzler's  greatest  lexicographer,  Passow,  as  their 
foundation.  About  the  fifth  definition  of  baptidzo  they  had 
"  to  pour  upon^^^  and  referred  to  the  Greek  author  who  so  used 
it.  I  will  here  remark,  the  superiority  of  Liddell  k  Scott's 
lexicon  consists  in  this:  when  they  give  a  definition  they  give 
the  name  of  a  wTiter  as  authority  for  using  a  word  in  a  given 
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sense,  they  at  the  same  time  append  a  quotation  from  his  works 
containing  the  word  as  thus  used.  Prof.  Drisler,  of  Columbia 
College,  New  York,  brought  out  an  American  edition  of  this 
gfeat  lexicon.  In  the  meantime,  scholars  in  England  and  on 
the  Continent  examined  this  definition  of  baptidzo  and  the 
authority  quoted  for  it,  and  remonstrated  with  Liddel  &  Scott 
for  inserting  it,  and  called  their  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
authority  cited  did  not  at  all  sustain  such  a  definition.  Convinced 
of  the  fact,  they  struck  it  out  of  their  second  edition  as  a  defi- 
nition unsupported  by  any  Greek  authority.  Prof.  Drisler,  in 
the  spirit  of  a  true  scholar,  published  a  card  informing  the 
people  that  his  second  edition  would  be  conformed  to  the  sec- 
ond English  edition,  and  "  to  pour  upon"  was  struck  out  of 
his  next  edition.  My  opponent  says  Prof.  Drisler  was  influ- 
enced by  the  Baptists  and  the  Bible  Union  revisionists  !  How 
absurd  the  supposition  !  He  disclaims  any  denominational 
influence  in  the  matter.  Prof.  Duncan  wrote  to  know  why  the 
American  did  not  conform  to  the  English  edition.  He  was  in- 
formed that  it  would  be  made  to  do  so.  Thus,  the  question  wc 
are  discussing  has  been  forever  settled  by  Pedobaptist  sprink- 
ler? themselves  !  The  scholars  of  England,  and  Qermany,  and 
America  have  thus  decided  that  "to  sprinkle"  or  "to  pour 
upon"  is,  in  no  sense,  a  definition  of  baptidzo.  Mere  contro- 
vereialists  may  still  contend,  but  all  scholars  have  given  it  up. 
If  "  to  pour  upon  "  is  one  of  the  meanings  of  baptidzo.  what 
motive  could  possibly  have  influenced  the  parties  concerned  to 
compromise  their  reputation  as  scholars  by  omitting  to  give 
this  definition  of  it  in  their  lexicon  ?  Why,  the  facts  show 
that,  while  they  were  so  eager  to  foist  this  meaning  upon  the 
word,  unhappily  for  them  and  the  cause  in  which  they  were 
so  zealous,  there  was  not  to  be  found  within  the  whole  range 
of  Greelc  literature  a  single  instance  in  which  the  word  would 
bear  this  construction.  The  facts  were  against  them,  and  they 
had  to  give  it  up.  No  scholar  in  England  could  find  the  cov- 
eted passage,  and  American  scholars  were  equally  unsuccess- 
ful in  their  search  and  at  last  had  to  abandon  it  in  despair,  and 
Prof.  Drisler  had  to  drop  this  pseudo  interpretation  from  his 
definition  of  the  word ;  and  twenty  years  have  passed,  and  the 
lexicon  has  passed  through  six  editions,  and  all  the  Pedobap- 
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tist  scholars  of  the  civilized  world  have  not  been  able  to  find 
any  sufficient  aathority  in  the  whole  domain  of  Greek  litera- 
ture to  justify  Ibem  to  give  "  to  pour  upon,"  much  less  "  to 
sprinkle  upon,"  as  a  proper  meaning  of  baptidzo.  They  have 
given  it  up;  and  yet,  in  the  face  of  all  the  facts,  and  in  the 
face  of  all  the  scholars  of  both  hemispheres,  Eld.  Ditzler 
stands  up  and  has  the  modesty  (!)  to  say  that  baptidzo^  means  ^-  to 
sprinkle,"  and  never  "  to  immerse ! "  that  its  primary  and 
native  signification  is  "  to  sprinkle! "  Will  you  take  his  bald 
word  in  preference  to  the  established  facts  and  the  united  tes- 
timony of  all  scholars  of  two  hemispheres,  and  Pedobaptist 
scholars  at  that  ? 

I  will  examine  his  construction  of  the  156  Example  when  he 
concludes  his  remarks,  when  I  will  sum  up  the  evidence  of 
those  examples  and  show  their  bearing  on  his  assertion,  that 
baptidzo  invariably  in  classic  Greek,  when  referring  to  persons, 
means  to  drown. 

Mr.  President,  he  confesses  that  I  am  getting  in  earnest. 
I  have  indeed  been  in  earnest  from  the  first  day  of  this 
discussion,  for  we  are  dealing  with  earnest  matters.  We  are 
encouraging  men,  either  to  obey  or  disobey  Christ.  We  are 
influencing  their  happiness  here  and  hereafter.  I  am  glad 
that  he  confesses  that  he  is  feeling  my  earnestness.  He  says, 
"it  is  time  to  do,  or  try  to  do,  something."  No  one  knows 
better  than  he  that  I  have  done  something  that  has  gone  to 
record  against  him  forever.  I  have  proved,  to  the  conviction 
of  every  unbiased  mind  in  this  audience,  that  his  oft  and  boldly 
repeated, assertion  that,  "noinstance  can  be  found  in  Greek  liter- 
ature in  which  baptidzo  was  employed  to  express  immersion  of  a 
living  being  without  destroying  its  life,"  rests  upon  nothing 
but  his  unsupported  authority.  I  have  given  him  numerous 
examples  that  disprove  his  assertion. 

Were  the  cavalrymen  of  Xeuoetas,  who  were  baptized  in  those 
pits  of  mud  and  water  and  thereby  only  disabled  for  the  fight. 
de8troyed|^  Were  the  men  who  were  submerged  with  the  ships 
on  the  sea  of  Galilee,  and  were  dispatched  by  the  missiles  of 
the  enemy  as  they  arose  to  the  surface,  destroyed  by  the  sub- 
merging act  expressed  by  baptidzo?  Was  Aristobulus  destroyed 


Mode  of  Baptism.  319 

the  first  time  the  rafiiaus  dipped  him  in  the  swimmiug  bath? 
If  so,  why  did  they  continue  to  dip  him?  Waa  King  Philip 
or  the  swimming  master  destroyed  by  the  first  dip  they  mutually 
gavf  each  other,  else  how  was  it  that  they  could  play  at  the 
dipping  game  for  an  hour  longer?  Was  the  man  of  bad  dreams 
destroyed  by  his  plunge  into  the  sea,  which  act  is  expressed  by 
baptidzol  K  so,  how  could  he  sit  a  whole  day  upon  the  shore 
after  that  immersion?  Was  Agamemnon  destroyed  by  his 
immei-sion  in  lake  Copais,  for  it  is  baptidzo  used  here?  I  have 
twice  asked  him  if  the  king  did  not  go  to  the  Trojan  war,  but 
he  will  not  answer.  And  while  I  have  been  .doing  this,  I  have 
shown  that  every  example  found  in  classic  authors  means 
primarily  and  literally  "  to  dip,"  "  to  immerse,"  "to  over- 
whelm," and  I  have  done  another  thing,  I  have  challenged 
Elder  Ditzler  now  for  four  days  to  find  a  Greek  author,  or 
Greek  lexicon,  that  gives  "to  sprinkle,"  or  "to  pour"  as  the 
primary  and  literal  signification  of  baptidzo^  and  he  has  not  done 
it,  and  his  silence  in  his  last  speech  is  a  complete  surrender 
of  both  his  boastful  assertion  and  of  his  ability  to  sustain  his 
"sprinkle;"  and  now  his  last  speech,  to  every  reflecting  mind, 
is  a  conclusive  confession  of  failure  all  along  his  line,  as  I  will 
presently  show,  for  these  several  matters  I  wish  to  notice  here 
for  the  last  time. 

1.  I  wish  to  introduce  an  important  witness  to  testify  to  the 
correctness  of  my  canon,  Dr.  Geo.  Campbell,  President  of 
Marischal  College,  England,  a  Presbyterian : 

'*  The  word  baptism^  both  in  sacred  authors  and  in  classical,  signifies  to 
dip,  to  plunge,  to  immerse.  Had  baptidzo  been  employed  in  the  same 
sense  of  raino^  to  sprinkle  (which  as  far  as  I  know  it  never  is,  in  any 
use,  sacred  or  classical ),  the  expresston  would  dotMlesa  haite  been,  I  in- 
deed BAPTIZE  WATER  TJPOK  YOU." 

2.  He  says  I  have  "  given  up  the  primary  meaning."  This 
information  will  astonish  f  very  one !  I  am,  as  you  well  know, 
Mr.  President,  rigidly  adhering  to  the  primary  meaning,  and 
by  it  grinding  into  the  dust  his  position  and  assertions.  But 
it  is  known  to  every  scholar  here  that  Eld.  Ditzler  never  uses 
it.  If  he  has  read  out  here  the  primary  meaning  from  one  of 
the  lexicons  he  has  brought  forward  to  sustain  him,  my  ear 
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has  not  detected  it    In  every  case  he  has  given  the  secondary 
or  figurative  use  of  the  word.     Let  this  be  remembered. 

3.  I  want  to  call  your  attentior?  to  the  fact  that  he  frankly 
admitted  this  morning,  that  the  Greek  church  has  always  im* 
mersed,  as  I  have  already  proved  to  you.  Thisisan  importatit 
and  weighty  fact.  The  explanation  is,  the  Greek  is  the 
language  of  the  Greek  church,  and  no  amount  of  sophistrj* 
could  induce  them  to  sprinkle  or  pour  upon,  for  Christian 
baptism.  They  have  ever  protested  against  the  Latins  as  only 
sprinkled^  and  not  baptized  Christians. 

4.  As  to  Gaza,  and  Kounia,  and  some  half  a  dozen  other 
lexicographers  and  expositors  of  Greek  classic  usage,  I  have 
this  to  say,  these  men  are  not  recognized  as  high  standard 
authorities,  but  all  they  do  say  as  to  the  primary  meaning  of 
haptidzo,  is  on  the  side  of  the  Baptists,  in  favor  of  immersion 
as  the  real  meaning. 

5.  Touching  the  argument  from  the  ancient  versions  of  the 
sacred  Scriptures,  as  he  is  determined  to  anticipate  me,  I  will 
say  this,  and  it  will  serve  to  occupy  his  time  until  I  get  to 
versions,  neither  Origen,  nor  any  translator  of  the  Scriptures 
into  any  tongue,  from  the  sixth  century  before  Christ  to  the 
eighteenth  after  Christ  ever,  in  one  single  case,  translated 
raino,  rantizo^  brccho^  or  any  Greek  verb  that  means  *'to  sprin- 
kle" or  "to  pour  upon"  by  baptidzo  or  its  cognates,  nor  bap* 
tidzo  by  a  verb  whose  primary  signification  is  ''to  sprinkle  "or 
*'  to  pour  upon."  Let  him  find  one  example  or  be  silent  on 
versions,  at  least,  until  I  reach  them. 

6.  He  has  satisfied  me,  and  I  think  he  must  have  satisfied 
yon,  that  he  has  given  up  the  classic  Greek,  and  that  is  a  point 
gained  to-day.  1  have  all  the  classic  Greek  writers  with  me, 
and  that  is  another  point  gained,  and  I  have  already  shown 
that  I  have  forty  standard  Greek  lexicons  unth  me,  the 
definitions  of  not  one  of  which  did  he  challenge  in  his  last 
speech.  Forty  standard  lexicons  give  "to  immerse,"  "to 
dip.  "etc.,  as  ih^  primary  ^ivwe  and  real  meaning  of  baptidzo^ 
and  he  has  not,  and  he  will  not,  deny  it  But  he  can  find  **to 
wet,"  "  to  moisten,"  given  by  several  as  the  secondary  meaningof 
baptidzo.  Very  well,  what  of  it?  Webster  gives,  as  I  have  shown 
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you,  "  to  wet,"  "  to  moisten,"  and  even  "  to  mortgage,"  as  one 
of  the  secondary  meanings  of  ^^  to  dip,"  but  is  there  a  child 
of  fourteen  who  will  claim  that  moistening  a  thing  by  sprink- 
ling a  few  drops  of  water  upon  it  is  dipping  the  thing  into 
water — that  sprinkling,  or  mortgaging  property  is  a  definition 
of  "to  dip?"  It  is  by  this  kind  of  strategy  and  legerdemain 
that  my  opponent  gets  "to  moisten,"  "to  wet,"  and  then  "to 
sprinkle,"  and  "  to  pour,"  out  of  baptidzo.  The  Greek  verb 
baptidzo  no  more  properly  means  "to  sprinkle"  or  "to  pour" 
than  the  English  verb  to  dip  means  "  to  sprinkle,"  as  every 
Greek  scholar  in  this  house,  and  on  this  continent^  knows. 

7.  But  he  says  that  he  has  immersed,  and  will  immerse  if 
necessary.  I  want  to  ask  him  a  few  questions.  1.  Would  he 
call  it  Christian  baptism?  2.  If  so,  by  what  authority  in. 
God's  word  would  he  immerse  a  person  in  the  name  of  the 
Trinity,  which,  to  say  the  least,  means  by  its  authority? 
8.  Is  it  or  not  by  the  only  law — u  e.,  the  commission?  Will 
he  tell  me  the  verse  in  the  Bible  that  he  will  say  authorizes 
him  to  immerse,  or  which  he  will  admit  contains  a  clear  exam- 
ple of  immersion  ?  4.  When  he  immerses,  does  he  or  does 
he  not  put  the  subject  "clean  under  the  water?"  and  if  the  com- 
mission is  his  authority,  is  not  baptidzo  the  verb  that  indicates 
the  act?  5.  Then  will  he  tell  us  if  those  persons  he  immersed 
survived  the  operation?  6.  K  so,  what  becomes  of  his  asser- 
tion, that  baptidzo  never  puts  one  clean  under  the  water,  with- 
out resulting  in  death  ? ! 

8.  But  he  says  Mintert,  and  one  or  two  others,  perhaps, 
give  pluno,  "  to  wash,"  as  a  definition  of  baptidzo.  Well,  if 
baptidzo  indeed  means  plunoy  "to  wash,"  it  would  not  in  the 
least  help  his  practice  of  sprinkling,  not  in  the  least. 

You  can  see  why  they  give pluno^  l*. ..luse  it  is  necessary  to 
dip  into  water  when  you  wash.  You  ladies  know  that  if  your 
washerwoman  were  to  sprinkle  a  few  drops  upon,  or  slightly 
moisten  with  a  few  fingers  your  clothes,  and  return  them  as 
washed,  you  would  scarcely  pay  them. 

Finally,  I  cannot  please  him.  At  one  time  he  is  against 
ancient  authorities  and  pleads  for  modern  scholarship,  and 
when  I  brin^  up  the  modern  he  goes  back  and  extols  the  old. 
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I  cannot  suit  him.  Almost  all  his  morning's  speech  was  on 
baptidzo,  giving  only  the  secondary  and  figurative  meanings  in  his 
lexicons.  Now,  when  I  am  pressing  him  to  a  fair  and  square 
issue  on  baptidzOy  giving  him  and  you  the  only  proper  signifi- 
cation of  the  term,  hecause  primary  and  literal,  from  forty 
standard  lexicons,  does  he  meet  me?  No;  but  it  is  now  all 
hapto^  a  word  never  used  in  the  Bible  where  there  is  reference 
to  Christian  baptism !  His  entire  last  speech  was  all  bapto. 
Is  this  discussing  the  question,  or  an  attempt  to  becloud  and 
mislead  you?  But  he  shall  not  confuse  or  mislead  any  one 
unless  he  is  determined,  in  spite  of  facts,  to  be  misled. 

I  will  state  again,  what  my  opponent  will  not  stand  up  before 
me  and  deny,  that  bapto  has  nothing  under  the  wide  heavens 
to  do  with  the  determination  of  the  true  meaning  of  baptidzo^ 
save  incidentally,  as  the  verb  from  which  it  is  derived. 
Suppose  I  should  grant  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  bapto 
means  '*  to  dye,"  and  only  "  to  dye,"  never  "  to  dip,"  this  would 
not  affect  the  definition  of  bapttdzo,  the  only  word  that  Christ 
or  the  Holy  Spirit  used  to  designate  the  act  of  baptism.  As 
derivatives  sometimes  lose  the  last  shade  of  the  signification 
of  their  primitives  or  root-origin,  as  tingo  once  primarily 
meant  to  dip,  2,  to  dye,  now  it  has  lost  its  first,  and  its  second- 
ary has  become  its  primary,  we  are  compelled  to  go  to  standard 
Latin  authors  and  learn  the  signification  they  attach  to  it. 
Now,  I  have  shown  here,  that  throughout  the  New  Testament 
only  one  signification  can  be  given  to  baptidzo  and  the  sense  be 
preserved.  I  have  shown  that  every  Greek  author  whose  works 
have  reached  us,  use  it  only  in  the  sense  of  "to  dip,"  "to  im- 
merse," as  the  primary  and  usual  signification,  and  in  my  last 
speech  I  quoted  thirty-two  standard  Greek  lexicons,  and  in 
this  I  have  added  nine  more — forty  in  all,  every  one  of 
which  gives  "  to  dip,"  to  immerse,"  as  the  literal  and  proper 
signification  of  baptidzo^  therefore  this  is  the  proper  and  cur- 
rent meaning  of  the  verb,  though  my  opponent  could  prove 
that  bapto  only  means  "  to  sprinkle." 

Bat  what  is  the  &ct  touching  bapto^  which  his  entire  last 

■DMch  was  an  attempt  to  cover  up  ?    Its  primary,  native  and 

^unification  is  "  to  dip,"  "  to  dip  into,"  just  as  certainly 
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as  our  English  verb  to  dip  means  to  put  (me  sulstance  into  another; 
but  secondarily  it  is  used  to  denote  the  act  of  dyeing,  because 
the  thing  dyed  is  dipped  into  the  coloring  matter,  and  hence, 
its  secondary  signification  "  to  dye,*'  as  every  lexicon  explains 
it,  therefore,  when,  and  only  when,  dyeing  is  alluded  to,  bapto 
may  be  properly  rendered  "  to  dye."  But  mark  and  remem- 
ber, the  act  of  dyeing  is  never  denoted  by  the  verb  baptidzoj 

never,  nor  is  the  Christian  rite  of  baptism  ever  denoted  by 
bapto — never ;  and  what,  therefore,  does  his  speech  for  the  last 

half  hour  amount  to?  If,  indeed,  bapto  means  "  to  dye,"  that 
fact  don't  help  his  cause  one  whit,  for  Christ  never  commanded 
his  apostles  to  go  out  and  dye  the  nations — color  the  people-^ 
and  had  he  used  the  term  baptOj  wild  as  my  opponent  is,  I 
hardly  think  he  would  claim  that  he  was  authorized  to  paint 
the  adults  and  babies  he  baptizes  in  fancy  colors,  not  unless  he 
learned  from  the  New  Testament  that  the  apostles  painted  for 
baptism.  But  Christ  never  used  the  term  bapto.  He  claims 
that  one  grammarian,  Kuhner,  gives  "  tinge" — L  e.  "  to  color 
slightly,"  as  the  meaning  of  bcqptOy  "  and  a  host  of  others  [other 
what,  grammarians  ?]  give  *  moisten'as  the  primary  meaning  of 
bapto.  He  has  left  lexicographers  now  for  grammarians,  whose 
business  is  not  with  definitions,  but  the  construction  of  lan- 
guage. What  has  he  made  by  the  change  ?  Grant  that  Kuh- 
ner does  give  "  to  color  slightly"  as  one  of  the  meaning  of 
bapio,  this  don't  help  sprinkling,  for  the  most  devoted  advocates 
don't  color  slightly  for  baptism.  But  it  is  not  true  that  a  host 
of  others,  whether  he  means  grammarians  or  lexicographers, 
give  "  to  moisten"  as  the  primary  meaning  of  bapto.  When 
he  will  present  one  standard  lexicon  or  grammar  that  does  so 
I  will  modify  my  emphatic  denial.  This  is  a  plain  issue — will 
he  accept  it  ? 

So  much,  as  a  sufficient  reply  to  all  his  speech.  A  poet  may, 
by  poetic  license,  declare  that  the  lake  was  tinged,  dyed,  ^'  col- 
ored," by  the  blood  of  a  single  frog.  Nobody  is  misled  by  it. 
A  part  of  the  lake,  some  part  of  the  water  was  colored,  and  by 
a  legitimate  figure  of  speech,  metonymy,  a  part  is  put  for  the 
whole,  or  the  language  may  be  simply  denominated  hyper- 
bolical— an  exaggerated  description. — ^THme  outJ] 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  FOURTEENTH  SPEECH. 


Gentlemen  Moderators: — ^Dr.  Graves  thinks  he  has  one 
case  where  baptidzo  puts  a  living  being  under  water,  who  does 
not  perish.  Not  yet,  nor  can  he.  *'  Bravely  plunging  (bap- 
tizing) himself  into  the  lake  Copais."  etc.  Men  often  plunge 
into  a  lake,  river,  pond,  creek,  yet  are  not  wholly  submerg^. 
Shakspeare  says  of  Caesar  swimming  in  the  river:  "I  plunge 
me  in.''  An  orator  describing  the  same  says,  '^he  plunged; 
the  die  is  cast  and  Rome  is  free  no  more."  A  horse  "plunges" 
on  laud.  It  does  not  imply  submersion.  Mergo  in  Latin 
often  occurs  for  plunge  where  the  person  swims — does  not  go 
under.  I  cited  many  cases  in  Louisville  Debate,  and  need  not 
repeat  them.     The  same  applies  to  Ex.  64  in  Conant, 

He  says  it  would  only  be  baptizing  the  water,  if  it  was  to 
pour  or  sprinkle.  Indeed !  Will  he  rely  on  that  feeble  effort 
that  we  supposed  only  children  in  debate  could  use?  He 
says  to  sprinkle  is  "  to  scatter  in  drops."  If  it  is  pour,  it  is  the 
water  you  pour.  Now  we  showed  in  our  first  address  that  the 
same  words  that  mean  to  pour,  to  sprinkle,  meant  also  in 
many  cases,  to  moisten,  to  wet,  others  to  sprinkle,  then  stain, 
color,  others  to  pour,  then  to  anoint,  wash,  cleanse — the  vast 
majority  of  them  coming  also  to  mean  dip,  whelm,  immerse, 
submerse.  Over  fifty  such  words  we  collected,  and  adduced 
a  great  number  of  them.  The  same  words  mean  to  ^rinkle, 
pour,  and  to  immerse.  When  they  mean  to  immerse,  do  they 
not  terminate  on  the  person  or  object  immersed?  O  yes. 
Well,  in  the  same  grammatical  relation  the  same  words  stand 
to  objects  sprinkled,  others  moistened,  made  wet,  stained, 
colored,  all  by  affusion,  yet  the  verbs  took  the  direct  accusa- 
tive case  in  all  such  instances.  The  same  verbs  in  many 
that  mean  sprinkle  mean  to  stain,  to  wet,  and  surely  to 
^wi,  wet  or  stain  is  not  to  scatter  in  drops.  In  Greek 
;  is  more  common  than  to  say  sprinkle  a  man — any 


Mode  of  Baptism.  325 

one — ranein  tina^  raineiu  anthropon^  rainein  seanton^  sprinkle 
oneself,  etc.  David  says,  Ps.  xli,  9,  so  it  runs  in  Greek,  ran- 
teis  me;  Latin,  adsperges  me;  Syriac,rM5i — all  being  "sprinkle 
me  with  hyssop."  So  we  constantly  read  in  all  languages — 
Heb.  ix,  18, 19,  21 — Moses  sprinkled  the  book,  people,  taber- 
nacle, and  vessels  of  the  ministry.  Herodotus  says,  "the 
priests  commanded  the  people  entering  the  temples  {rantidzein 
heantoua)  to  sprinkle  themselves  with  water."  Did  they  scatter 
themselves  in  drops?  Did  David  and  Moses  and  Paul  so 
mean  ?  Now  the  truth  is,  in  the  Hebrew  there  are  sixteen  to 
eighteen  words  all  meaning  at  times  to  sprinkle;  fourteen  to 
sixteen  in  Greek  meaning  to  sprinkle.  Some  few  apply  more 
to  scattering  dust,  ashes,  etc.,  and  then  to  dispersions;  others 
to  blood  and  staining  elements,  and  come  more  readily  to 
mean  color,  dye;  others  apply  to  water,  hence  to  moisten, 
wet,  wash,  overflow,  overwhelm  then  immerse — i,  e.,  sink. 
Now  our  English  word  sprinkle  has  to  stand  for  all  these 
sprinklings.  In  some  relations  it  answers  to  the  disperse, 
scatter  in  drops  of  the  Latin,  Greek,  Hebrew,  in  nine-tenths 
of  cases  our  sprinkle  has  no  such  force,  as  Webster,  Worces- 
ter, Richardson,  etc,  abundantly  show.  A  lady  sprinkles  the 
floor,  clothes — we  ourselves,  and  it  is  perfect  grammar  in  all 
languages,  Semitic  and  Aryan. 

I  quote  the  real  Webster,  for  since  1860  it  is  not  Webster, 
they  have  changed  it  wholly.  "Sprinkle,  1.  to  scatter,  to 
disperse."  This  is  the  sense  Dr.  Graves  wants.  Webster  goes 
on  "  to  be-sprinkle,  as  to  sprinkle  the  earth  with  water;  to 
sprinkle  a  floor,  etc." 

Alex.  Campbell,  I  think,  began,  that  I  must  say,  very  silly 
argument,(?)  but  he  never  knew  what  philology  was,  however 
great  or  distinguished  in  some  respects.  Origen  said  "Elijah 
baptized  the  altar."  We  know  it  was  by  pouring.  He  was 
the  most  learned  Greek  father  that  ever  lived.  Basil  said  he 
baptized  the  wood  on  the  altar,  the  water  was  poured.  David 
baptized  the  couch,  the  rain  baptized  the  land,  the  woman 
baptized  Christ's  feet — there  is  no  ellipsis — ^it  is  distinctly 
dear.  Is  sueh  a  question  as  this,  dividing  the  people  so  long 
and  sadly,  to  be  settled  by  such  little,  wholly  untenable  turns 
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or  dodges?  There  are  great  issues  involved.  This  qaestion 
turns  on  great  principles  of  language.  The  Bible  Union, 
Conant,  G.  W.  Eaton,  etc.,  all  held  that  "  philological  ground  " 
is  "the  only  ground  admissible.''  So  do  Carson,  Gkile  and 
Campbell.  Yet  Dr.  Graves  dodges  it  all,  and  would  have  you 
believe  it  is  wholly  irrelevant. 

Again,  the  Doctor  insists  that  the  Greek  church  always  bap- 
tized by  immersion. 

1.  We  proved  in  a  former  speech  the  contrary.  He  has  not 
adduced  any  fact  to  support  his  assertion.  Of  late  years  many 
writers  have  visited  the  Greek  church,  and  testify  that  they 
practice  affusion  and  dipping  both,  but  three  dips  always  when 
they  dip.     They  "  dip  repeatedly." 

2.  If  it  were  so  that  they  dipped  none,  what  has  that  to  do 
with  apostolic  practice  ?  The  Greeks  are  steeped  in  ignorance 
and  debauchery  to-day,  and  for  centuries  now  have  been. 
Their  language  to-day  is  vastly  changed  from  its  ancient  form. 
Superstition  reigns  supreme  among  them.  I  go  to  ancient 
Greek,  the  Bible,  and  contemporaneous  writers — not  to  the 
benighted  ones,  to-day  known  as  the  Greek  church.  How 
different  the  Jewish,  Roman  Catholic  and  Greek  rites  from 
those  of  1800  years  ago!  All  the  Greek  church  baptizes 
infants.     Do  you  accept  that  ? 

3.  We  showed  that  in  the  Greek  church,  Latin  church — ^in 
all  the  early  churches — affusion  was  practiced. 

4.  Better  than  all,  we  showed  that  the  apostolic  age,  and  all 
previous  ages,  wholly  practiced  affusion.  Dr.  Graves  says 
Kouma  and  Gazes  did  not  write  on  classic  Greek,  but  modem 
Greek.  He  should  be  better  posted.  They  both  wrote  in  mod- 
ern Greek  on  ancient  Greek.  On  ^/>^oand  baptidzo  they  make 
elaborate  comments  on  citations  from  the  earliest  Greek 
classics — Aristophanes,  Plato,  etc.,  ete.y  as  well  as  Homer,  the 
earliest  of  all.  Gazes'  definition  and  comment  on  baptidzo  is 
ten  times  as  extended  as  Liddell  and  Scott^s — his  favorite,  and 
on  other  words.  It  is  based  on  Schneider^s  great  German 
lexicon,  [t  accords  more  .with  Passow,  Rostand  Palm  than 
with  any  other  extant^  showing  how  excellent  and  accurate 
it  is. 
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That  bapto  in  the  Septuagint  never  submerged  an  object — 
put  it  clear  under  the  element,  is  fully  explained  by  the  way 
all  the  great  folio  lexicons,  as  well  as  the  best  Manuals  define 
the  Hebrew  tabtudj  of  which  bapto  is  a  rendering  in  the  in- 
stances cited.  K  it "  merely  touches  the  liquid" — ^^  the  object 
merely  touches  the  liquid."  We  will  give  a  few  texts  and 
facts  to  show  the  truth  of  this,  as  bapto  and  tabhai  often  answer 
to  each  other. 

These  facts  demonstrate 

1.  That  bal  always  carries  sprinkle  as  its  fundamental  sig- 
nification. 

2.  It  perfectly  accords  with  the  unvarying  laws  of  universal 
language,  as  far  as  all  Aryan  and  Semitic  tongues  go,  with 
which  alone  we  have  to  do. 

8.  We  have  also  seen  that  the  meaning  tabhai  has,  cannot 
be  derived  from  immerse  as  a  primary  meaning  of  tabhai 
Indeed  tc^hal  never  means  to  immerse  in  the  Bible,  ^ot  a 
place  can  be  found.  It  does  sometimes  mean  "  to  dip,"  where 
the  object  is  never  enveloped  in  the  liquid,  but  "merely 
touches  it."  Dr.  Brents  said  "if  he  could  wield  the  power,  he 
could  dip  an  elephant  in  a  spoonfiiU  of  blood."  Franklin, 
Tenn.,  Dec.  73. 

4.  In  no  instance  was  tabhai  designed  for  mode,  that  not 
being  essential,  but  in  most  cases  a  partial  moistening,  e,  g^ 

(1)  Ex.  xii,  22,  a  branch  of  hyssop  saturated  with  lamb's  blood. 

(2)  Lev.  iv,  6.  (3)  17,  the  priest  moistens  his  fingers  with 
blood.  Bapsei  apo  ton  aimatoSj  not  in,  but  by  means  of  the 
blood.  (4)  Lev.  xiv,  6 :  "As  for  the  living  bird,  he  shall  take 
it,  and  the  cedar  wood,  and  the  scarlet,  and  the  hyssop,  and 
shall  dip  them  and  the  living  bird  in  the  blood  of  the  bird 
that  was  killed  over  the  running  water."  (5)  Lev.  xiv,  49-53  : 
"And  he  shall  take  to  cleanse  the  house  two  birds,  and  cedar 
wood,  and  scarlet,  and  hyssop: 

"And  he  shall  kill  the  one  of  the  birds  in  an  earthen  vessel 
over  running  water: 

"And  he  shall  take  the  cedar  wood,  and  the  hyssop,  and 
scarlet,  and  living  bird,  and  dip  them  in  the  blood  of  the  slain 


328  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

bird,  and  in  the  running  water,  and  sprinkle  the  house  seven 
times/'    Dip  them,  (tahhaJ)  baptize  them  with  the  blood,  etc. 

Immersion  is  oat  of  the  question  here.  The  wings  and  head 
of  the  bird  were  not  even  moistened,  as  it  had  to  be  let  go  and 
fly  off,  (v.  53)  and  so  kept  free  from  the  blood; 

6.  Gen.  xxxvii,  81:  *'And  they  took  Joseph's  coat,  and 
killed  a  kid  of  the  goats,  and  dipped  the  coat  in  the  blood : 

"And  they  sent  the  coat  of  many  colors,  and  they  brought 
it  to  their  father  ;  and  said,  This  have  we  found;  know  now 
whether  it  be  thy  son's  coat  or  no. 

"And  he  knew  it,  and  said,  It  is  my  son's  coat;  an  evil 
beast  hath  devoured  him;  Joseph  is  without  doubt  rent  in 
pieces." 

"And  baptized  the  coat  with  blood" — the  Hebrew  reads, 

1.  The  design  was  to  make  the  father  believe  a  wild  beast 
had  slain  Joseph. 

2.  No  beast  would  immerse  all  ones  outer  or  inner  coat 
slaying  any  one. 

3.  Jacob  knew  the  coat  of  many  colors.  If  of  many  colors, 
it  was  not  immersed  in  blood,  could  not  have  been  enveloped, 
submerged  in  it,  but  was  sprinkled  with  blood.  The  Peshito 
renders  it  "sprinkled  with  blood."  The  Greek  reads 
"stained."  But  Stephanus  says,  quoting  it,  that  primaUvi 
the  primative  meaning  [ofmolunein — stain,  here]  is  to  sprinkle, 
— conspergere.  V,  6233.  Now,  save  in  the  case  of  Joseph *s 
coat,  the  Greek  of  these  is  baptOy  and  never  implies  immersion, 
but  a  momentary,  partial  dip,  where  it  is  dip — as  my  finger  in 
this  drop  of  water  here  on  the  board.  There  was  no  im- 
mersion. 

He  asks  me  where  it  is  that  Origen,  Irenseus  and  HippoIytOB 
said  haptidzo  meant  to  sprinkle?  I  said  they  translated  hccplo 
to  sprinkle,  not  naming  baptidzo.  The  Doctor  is  a  little  hard 
of  hearing,  and  a  little  confused.  "  Jordan  is  a  hard  road  to 
travel"  just  now  with  him.  Origen  was  the  most  scholarly, 
the  best  informed  of  all  the  fathers  in  all  ages  of  the  ancient 
church  from  apostolic  times  down.  He  translates  bapto 
sprinkle — errarUismenon.      Irenseus,  bom  before  John  died^ 
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translates  it  sprinkle.  (Against  Heresies,  ch.  iv,  eh.  xx,  11), 
Hippolytus,  a  learned  Archbishop,  contemporary  with  Origen, 
writing  A.  D.  2?0,  copies  bapto  in  Rev.  xxi,  18,  then  in  the 
same  verse  translates  it  sprinkle.  (Against  Noetus,  ch.  xv). 
Now  all  Baptists  assert — ^A.  Campbell  asserts  that  bapto  and 
baptidzo  are  exactly  the  same  in  meaning.  Here  then  we  have 
the  three  most  learned  and  pious  and  pure  Qreeks  of  the 
second  and  opening  of  the  third  century,  as  well  as  all  the 
oldest  and  best  versions  on  earth,  giving  sprinkle  for  bapto. 
Did  not  these  learned  Greeks  know  their  own  language? 
And  would  lexicographers  be  faithful  to  their  duty,  if  they 
&iled  to  give  such  meanings  ?  No  sir !  These  lexicographers 
still  follow,  to  a  great  extent,  lexicons  made  by  dippers,  by 
parties  dipped  themselves,  under  statutory  provisions  for  dip- 
ping in  all  cases,  save  where  certificates  testified,  from  the 
hands  of  physicians,  that  the  parties  were  [infants]  too  delicate 
to  be  dipped.  When  the  most  learned  of  Greeks,  like  Aris- 
totle, uses  bapto  for  moisten,  where  by  pressing  or  squeezing  a 
luicy  matter  it  oozes  or  spurts  out  on  the  hand,  both  moisten- 
ing and  {anthidzo)  staining  it.  When,  in  the  fifth  century  B. 
C,  Hippocrates  say3  of  the  coloring  fluid,  "when  it  drops 
{epitaxce  epi)  upon  the  garments,  they  are  baptai" — stained,  and 
Alcibiades  uses  it  [born  B.  C.  400]  for  asperse j  just  as  we 
do;  when  the  most  erudite  Greek,  born  only  85  years  after 
the  death  of  John,  translates  it  sprinkle — ^when  the  learned 
and  cautious  Irenseus,  born  before  John  died,  bosom  friend  of 
John's  most  distinguished  disciple,  Polycarp,  when  he,  a 
native  born  Greek,  wrote  in  Greek,  translates  it  sprinkle. 
Then  this  learned  Greek,  Hippolytus,  copies  bapto  in  same 
age  of  Origen,  and  translates  it  sprinkle.  Seven  other  of  the 
best  versions  of  the  world  do  the  same.  Then  ask  yourselves 
what  must  have  been  the  prejudice  of  these  lexicographers — 
themselves  dipped — under  a  law  demanding  dipping ;  and  what 
the  blinding  prejudice  of  Sophocles,  his  late  iron  age,  Greek 
lexicographer  and  immersionist,  that  they  would  not  recognize 
these  facts?  Aye,  even  "baptized  with  tears,"  they  try  to 
conceal  by  a  shameful,  disgraceful  rendering,  ^^  bathedin  tears;" 
as  if  Greek  literature  were  not  full  of  the  fact  that,  if  parties 
failed  of  baptism,  it  was  held  by  all  in  that  day,  that  their 
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falling  tears,  or  poured  out  blood,  baptizing^themas  it  did, 
would  be  accepted  as  baptism.    I  think Mpto  is  settled. 

He  says  Leigh  gives  "overwhelm"  for  baptidzo.  No,  no. 
That  is  another  author  quoted  by  Leigh  on  the  immeraon 
side. 

He  says  I  omitted  the  first  definition  of  Passow.  Far  from 
it.  I  read  it  out  distinctly,  and  the  second,  also,  as  well  as  the 
next.  The  record  will  show  that,  in  my  first  reply,  I  gave  his 
first  classic  meaning — ""^  immer8e,"then  "  submerge."  He  is  ex- 
cessively anxious  to  catch  me  in  some  mistake  or  blunder,  or 
misquotation.  We  tell  him  now,  you  will  never  do  it  Your 
partisans  may  report  me  as  saying  this  or  that — they  may  pab- 
lish,  as  in  Kentucky,  Texas,  Alabama,  and  elsewhere,  often 
they  have  done,  that  I  said  this  and  that,  but  they  knew  it 
was  untrue  when  they  said  so.  We  may  err  in  judgment,  as 
all  men  are  liable;  may  make  an  unobserved  slip  of  the 
tongue,  as  when  men  say  Haman  for  Mordecai,  or  vice  versOj 
but  as  to  facts,  quotations,  etc.,  we  make  no  mistakes. 

But,  if*  it  not  immerse,  by  what  authority  do  we  baptize  by 
dipping?  Under  what  meaning  of  the  word  do  we  "immerse?" 
We  reply,  we  do  not  accept  the  dip — the  act  of  immersion  and 
emersfon,  as  the  baptism.  It  is  the  fact  tl.at  water  was  ele- 
ment— brought  into  contact  with  them,  that  we  recognize,  not 
the  mode  of  it.  Were  you  so  enveloped  in  impenetrable  snita 
of  clothes  as  that  no  water  reached  you  at  all,  though  dipped 
forty  times  and  sunk — immeresed  twenty  feet  deep  for  an 
hour  we  would  not  accept  it  as  baptism.  You  were  dipped 
you  were  immersed,  truly,  and  in — yea^  under  water,  but 
not  baptized.     You  doubtless  understand  us  now. 

We  tell  the  Doctor  in  sober  earnestness,  Ingham  from  whom 
he  quotes,  has  left  out,  in  a  host  of  cases,  the  sprinkle  and 
pour,  of  the  lexicons,  as  we  can  prove,  having  them  here  be- 
fore us.  Xot  only  that,  but  he  mistranslates  unintentionally^ 
as  I  think  A.  Campbell  also  has  done,  on  Stephanus,  Scapob, 
etc.  For  example — this  phrase  under  baptidzo— ^^as  we  im- 
merse any  thing  in  water  {aquae)  for  the  purpose  of  dyeing  or 
cleansing,  etc.,  {tingmdi  ant  abluendi.)  Xow  1.  He  makes 
baptidzo  apply  to  dyeing,  which  it  never  does,  as  they  all  know. 


Mode  of  Baptism.  331 


t 


2.  He  and  Dr.  Graves  make  these  great  scholars  say  things  were 
immersed  in  water  to  dye  or  cleanse.  Is  it  usual  to  immerse 
things  in  water  (aqua)  both  to  dye  and  to  dense  them  ?  This 
is  only  one  proof  of  a  hundred  of  the  carelessness  and  one- 
sidedness  ofimmersionists.  They  are  blinded  hy  partisanship 
— ^good,  clever  people,  but  given  over  too  much  to  one-sided 
views. 

But  Robinson  (Ed.)  has  it  immerse,  he  says.  But  you  are 
anchored  to  the  first  meaning,  and  the  first  he  gives  is  ''dip 
in" — not  out — spoken  of  ships,  classic  use.  The  record  is 
"sink;"  that  is  a  correct  rendering,  but  it  will  not  suit  you. 
"In  the  New  Testament,  to  wash,  to  lave,  cleanse  by  washing. 
Then  in  a  note,  "ablution  or  affusion  is  the  more  general  idea, 
he  says. 

Stephanus  gives  "sink"  and  "overwhelm"  as  classic  use; 
"wash,"  "cleanse,"  as  New  Testament  use.     That  tells  it  all. 

Dr.  Graves  asks  the  old  question,  If  you  gave  a  lady  your  hand- 
kerchief to  wash  it  and  she  should  just  sprinkle  a  little  water  on 
it,  would  it  be  washed?  How  often  I've  heard  that!  Now, 
my  good  friend,  we  call  your  attention  to  this  also  as  a  strik- 
ing additional  evidence  of  the  want  of  attention  and  study  on 
the  part  of  our  good  immersion  friends.  You  thought  there 
was  argument  in  that;  even  Dr.  Graves  thought  so.  We 
hope  to  learn  you  to  look  at  both  sides  more ;  not  to  be  so  easi- 
ly led  off  into  error.  Suppose  you  had  just  dipped  the  hand- 
kerchief, would  it  be  washed  ?  Look  now  how  easily  duped 
you  are !  Suppose  my  face  needs  washing,  your  child,  your 
carriage,  floor,  table^  hundreds  of  things,  how  various  the  pro- 
cesses. 

He  quotes  Ast  for  "cover  over."  Now  there  it  is  again. — 
Ast 'Wrote  a  lexicon  only  on  the  Greek  of  Plato,  and  baptidzo 
occurs  only  three  times  in  Plato.  In  all  three  it  is  metaphori- 
cally used,  and  rendered  "overwhelm"  every  time  by  Conant, 
A  Cambell,and  all  other  authorities,  save  such  as  render  it  in- 
toxicate. Ast's  word  is  "o6rwo,"  ob  down,  and  ruo^  to  rush,  fall, 
descend,  a  clear  case  of  affusion  as  the  basis  of  this  metaphor- 
ical use. 
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Liddell  and  Scott's  little  school  boy  lexicon  is  brought  up 
again,  issaed  so  late  as  1849.  Well,  they  were  only  eight 
years  making  it  The  spare  time  from  other  duties  devoted 
to  it  did  not  allow  them  but  a  moment  or  so  to  each  word.  On 
this  point  it  is  simply,  as  in  almost  all  else,  an  abridgment 
and  translation.  What  value  is  it  when  only  a  moment  is  spent 
in  translating  the  word  ?  Schleusner,  Stokius,  Suicer,  etc., 
studied  the  occurrences  of  the  word.  This  one  goes  no  high- 
er up  for  a  literal  meaning  than  Plutarch,  years  after  Christ 
His  first  meaning  is  ''dip  repeatedly !"  Is  that  your  practice  ? 
Where  is  his  proof  text  for  that  ?  In  Plato  he  renders  it 
"overwhelm,"  as  do  others.  Here  is  drench,  wet,  steep  in  this 
edition  of  Dr.  Graves';  his  author  is  crazy  too,  badly  so.     He 

renders  it  "draw  water."    Where  has  it  that  meaning  ?  No- 
where at  all.     Bapto  may  mean  that,  never  baptidzo.     The  silly 

— I  ought  to  say  dunce — makes  a  Greek  smith  dip  into  water 
"the  redAot  steel"  to  temper  it.  You  have  seen  smiths  dip 
red-hot  steel  into  cold  water  to  temper  it !  That  is  under  bapto. 
He  says  the  learning  of  the  wold  forced  L.  and  8.  to  take^^pour 
upon"  out  of  his  lexicon !  It  was  Baptist  intolerance,  not 
learninr^.  Why  did  the  learning  not  force  Passow,  Bost  and 
Palm  to  take  "sprinkle,  sprinkle  upon,  pour  upon"  out  of 
theirs  ?  It  is  used  by  all  the  great  universities  of  Germany, 
all  her  great  commentators,  and  critics,  and  professors !  Why 
not  compel  Schleusner,  Stokius,  Suicer,  Schaetgennius,  Wol- 
fius,  Gazes,  Koums,  Schneider,  Swarzius,  etc.,  to  take  it  oat  of 
their's  as  well  as  Wahl  ?  Wahl  did  not  have  it  in  his  first  or 
second  edition  of  1829,  but  the  learning  of  the  world  compel- 
led him  in  the  edition  of  1831  to  insert  it  Why  did  not  the 
learning  of  the  world  assail  those  old  Greeks  of  learning,  Ori- 
gen,  Irenaeus,  Hippolytus — those  old  translators  of  the  apos- 
tolic age,  and  subsequently,  to  erase  sprinkle  from  bipto  t 
Why  not  force  those  great  giants  of  intellctet,  Ca8te1l,Bnxtorff, 
Schindler,  who  lived  and  toiled  through  musty  foilos  and  cob- 
webbed  alcoves  through  life,  when  they  render  baptize  by 
sprinkle,  pour,  and  words  meaning  pour,  sprinkle  by  baptize  in 
those  languages?  Yea,  and  if  it  "merely  touches  the  liquid 
in  part  or  in  whole." 
The  truth  is  Liddell  and  Scott's  lexicon  is  made  to  make 
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money  out  of  its  sales.  It  is  for  colleges  and  academies.  Bap- 
tists would  not  patronize  it  if  the  oiSensive  word  "pour  upon" 
was  there.  Our  people,  far  from  being  so  intolerant,  paid  no 
attention  to  it,  as  is  usual  with  them.  They  forced  the  pub- 
lishers in  America  even  to  erase  "pour  [water  for  washing]," 
which  even  his  Ingham  will  tell  him  is  in  the  English  editions 
to  day,  under  louo»  As  loiu)  often  interchanges  with  bapUdzo 
Baptists  could  not  tolerate  that  either.  But  Liddell  and  Scott 
have  changed  so  often,  all  in  a  brief  time,  too,  it  is  to  be  hoped 
they  will  get  settled. 

Now,  gentlemen,  where  is  my  worthy  opponent  ?  He  has 
attempted  to  break  the  force  of  my  classic  Greek  demonstra- 
tion ;  he  utterly  failed ;  he  felt  the  force  of  my  lexicons ;  he 
dashed  against  them  gallantly ;  he  fell  back  in  disc^rder  and 
confusion.  Now,  what  can  he  do?  His  people  feel  the  press- 
ure, it  is  painfully  severe  to  them.  K  ingenuity,  or  learning, 
and  care,  and  study,  and  pains,  witlf  deepest  anxiety,  could  do 
it,  my  distinguished  and  able  opponent  would  do  it ;  he  would 
drive  away  the  cloud  and  very  midnight  of  gloom  that  spread 
over  your  cause. 

But,  sirs,  what  does  Dr.  Graves  offer  to  meet  the  crushing 
weight  of  fact^  we  have  adduced — facts  his  authorities  never 
noticed,  never  thought  of,  but  which  no  scholar  dare  question  ? 
We  treated  bapio  as  we  did  baptidzOy  tracing  its  earliest  occur- 
rences, doing  the  very  thing  that  the  great  Freund,  in  Latin, 
and  Liddell  and  Scott  say  is  the  best  and  only  sure  way  in 
Greek,  viz:  making  lexica  of  each  writer's  use  of  the  word 
and  all  in  chronologic  order.  We  showed  that  its  primary 
meaning  was  to  sprinkle,  moisten.  What  does  he  offer  in 
reply  to  these  facts?  He  repeats  the  old  song  that  to  dye, 
stain,  is  the  effect  of  dipping.  But  we  proved  this  to  be  wholly 
false.  We  gave  facts.  He  has  never  touched  those  facts. 
He  cannot..  Let  the  attentive  student  examine  the  facts,  data, 
etc.,  we  presented  in  our  twelfth  speech.  There  they  stand 
unanswered — unanswerable.  But  letting  all  of  those  facts 
pass,  if  stain,  color,  dye,  be  derived  from  dip,  we  will  find  it 
holding  good  in  other  words  as  well  as  bap4o. 

Let  us  take  the  leading  Greek  words  that  mean  to  stain, 
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color,  besmear  or  smear,  or  dye,  and  see  if  it  implies  or  comes 
from  dipping,  or  favors  affusion — application  of  the  element 
to  the  object. 

1.  Moluno.  (1)  Liddell  and  Scott :  to  stain,  sully,  defile,  to 
sprinkle;"  Groves:  molunOj  to  dye,  stain,  discolor,  tinge,  etc.*' 

Stephanus  quotes  an  authority  endorsing  it,  that  the  ^^prima- 
tive  meaning  is  to  sprinkle,"  coiiBpergere.  Yet  Dr.  Graves 
tells  us  that  it  does  not  mean  to  sprinkle  any  more  than  bapto. 
That  may  be  so  as  a  whole,  since  both  mean  to  sprinkle. 

2.  Tengo,  L.  ^  &,  to  \cety  moiateriy  to  bedew  withy  especially  with 
tears,  as  dakrusi^  to  washy  to  shed  tears.  Ombros  etengtOy  a  shower 
fell.  To  soften  (properly  by  soaking,  bathing,  etc.)  To  rfjff, 
stain.    Latin,  tingere. 

Groves:  tengoy  to  moisten,  wet,  water,  sprinkle,  bedew,  to 
soften,  soak,  steep,  relax,  to  tinge,  dye,  stain  color,  etc. 

8.  PalassOy  L.  &  S., ''  to  besprinkle,  stain,"  etc.  PalunOf  to 
sprinkle  with  flour,  dust;  to  moisten.     Groves,  L.  &.  8. 

4.  Anihidzoy  L.  k  S.,  to  strew  with  flowers,  to  deck  as  with 
flowers,  and  so  to  dye  or  stain  with  colors.  Passive,  to  bloom, 
to  be  dyed  or  painted,  sprinkled  with  white,  browned. 

Stephanus,  adspergOy  sprinkle. 

Groves:  to  bud,  blossom,  etc.,  to  strew  with  flowers,  to 
color,  tinge,  dye. 

5.  ChrainOy  L.  k  S.,  to  touch  slightly.  Hence,  to  smear,  to 
paint,  to  besmear,  annoint,  to  stain,  spot,  to  deflle. 

Groves:  To  color,  dye,  stain,  to  smear,  daub,  punt,  etc 

6.  Chrodzo.  L.  k  8.,  to  touch  the  surface  of  the  body;  gen- 
erally to  touch,  to  impart  by  touching  the  surface,  hence,  to 
tinge,  stain,"  etc. 

Groves:  to  color,  paint,  tinge,  dye,  to  stain,  etc 

ChrotidzOy  "  to  color,  dye,  tint," — L.  k  8. 

7.  MiAiKo,  L.  nnd  8. — To  paint  over,  to  stain,  dye,  defile, 
soil.    "  Groves:  To  stain,  dye,  color;  to  polish,  defile,  etc" 

8.  Spiloo,  L.  and  8. — To  stain,  soil.  Groves:  Tospofjttain, 
blot,  defile." 
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9.  Deuo  Groves:  To  wet,  water,  moisten, be<iew,  sprinkle ; 
to  tinge,  dye,  color,  etc.-'  See  L.  and  8.  and  Pickering  on 
also. 

10.  Take  now  hapto,  "  stain,''  "  color,"  «  dye."  Liddell  and 
Scott  give  it  "  color,"  "  to  d^e  the  hair,"  "  steep  in  crimson." 
"  Groves  gives  it  "  dye,  stain,  color,"  as  well  as  dip  and 
"  sprinkle,"  wet,"  "  moisten,  etc." 

Now  here  are  ten  to  thirteen  words  all  meaning  stain  or  dye, 
color.  Take  bapto  out.  No  one  will  contend  that  every  one 
of  the  other  ten  to  twelve  words  ever  means  dip  in  any  way, 
or  immmerse,  not  to  say  primarily.  We  see,  then,  in  all  these 
Greek  words,  stain,  color,  dye,  come  from  primaries,  where 
the  application  was  almost  exclusively  by  sprinkling,  the  other 
by  touching  with  the  element.  Anthidzo^  from  strewing, 
sprinkling  flowers,  ornamenting  thus,  hence,  to  work  flowers 
upon.  Another  word  primarily  meant  "  to  touch  the  surface." 
The  others  meant  to  sprinkle,  to  bedew,  moisten,  anoint. 

In  Latin,  in  Hebrew,  in  Arabic,  etc.,  the  average  of  facts  is 
about  the  same  exactly.     It  is  a  case  demonstrated, 

1.  That  color,  stain,  dye,  do  not  come  from  dip,  first,  because 
no  word, primarily  meaning  to  dip,  means  to  dye,  stain,  color; 
second,  all  words  meaning  to  stain,  color,  dye,  come  from 
words  of  sprinkling  and  touching. 

2.  That  in  all  languages  it  is  just  the  reverse,  stain,  color, 
dye,  come  from  sprinkle. 

8.  Bapto,  the  root  of  baptidzo,  means  stain,  color,  dye,  oft- 
ener  than  all  things  else.  Hence,  as  dye,  color,  stain,  never 
comes  from  dip,  immerse,  bapto  did  not  primarily  mean  to  dip, 
but  dip  came  from  color,  dye,  while  color,  dye,  came  from 
stain;  that  frpm  sprinkle,  moisten,  where  the  element 
sprinkled  had  coloring  matter  in  it. 

Now  what  is  Dr.  G's  reply  to  all  our  facts  ?  Why  a  bold 
ASSERTION !  Not  R  tcxt  quotcd — not  a  Greek  authority  cited ! ! 
Not  only  this,  but  so  misquotes  my  language  also.  I  gave 
Euhnor,  who  has  never  had  an  equal,  gave  Passow,  in  his  criti- 
cal knowledge  of  Greek,  who,  save  the  primary  meaning,  as 
he  understands  it,  of  bapto,  "  to  tinge,^^  and  Dr.  G.  adds — ^i.  e., 
**  to  color  slightly,"  as  if  i*  were  K's  explanation  of  his  mean- 
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ing,  when  no  such  words  occur,  aud  no  such  language  is  in  my 
explanation  of  it!  Is  not  this  bold?  But  he  says  he  and 
others  misquoted  are  grammarians !  Only  one  or  two  were 
grammars — the  rest  all  Lexicon's.  But  is  not  an  anther's 
explanation  as  good  in  a  great  original  Greek  grammar,  at 
least  as  Anthonys  is  in  a  prioate  letter  J  What  turning  and 
dodging  here  ?  lie  says  "  every  Lexicon  explains"  bapto  to 
dye  as  the  effect  of  dipping.  Now  we  defy  him  to  find  any 
one  that  does  so,  save  the  one  made  by  Stephanus,  who  was 
an  immersionist,  in  a  reign  of  immersion,  when  almost  all  the 
people  were  dipped,  both  in  France  and  England,  and  the 
abridgments  made  directly  and  indirectly  from  him,  as  was 
Scapula,  etc. 

But  Dr.  G.  says  these  lexicographers  are  Pedobaptist  wit- 
nesses, not  one  a  Baptist.  Are  not  Pedobaptists  often  rigid 
immersionists  ?  Every  one  of  the  first  Lexicons  made  after  the 
Greek  was  studied  in  the  West,  was  by  an  immermnisL  Every  one 
of  the  first  Greek  editors  and  annotaters  was  an  imniersionist. 
So  late  as  1549  not  a  Greek  lexicon  or  grammar  published  in 
England  or  Scotland.  The  first  Greek  works  published  were 
the  later,  iron  age  Greek,  and  the  editions  very  defective. 
They  were  Pedobaptists — baptizers  of  children,  but  dippers. 
A.  Campbell  truly  says:  "The  English  Protestant  Church 
was  a  Baptist  church  for  a  considerable  time.  The  first  Pro- 
testant King,  Edward  VI,  was  immersed.  The  first  Pro- 
testant Queen,  Elizabeth,  was  immersed.''  Debate  with  Rice, 
260.    We  quoted  authorities  on  this  before. 

He  quotes  Anthon.  We  quoted  him  in  our  twelfth  speech, 
and  have  Kuhner,  Dalzel,  a  host  of  authors,  all  the  native 
Greeks,  the  learned  Greek  Origen,  who  composed  over  fifts 
folio  volumes ;  who  was  such  a  prodigy  of  learning,  the  Elng 
of  Arabia  sent  for  him  to  hear  his  wonderful  learning;  Sp- 
polytus,  Irenseus,  and  tfie  whole  church  East,  West,  for  1500 
years,  rendering  and  endorsing  the  rendering  bapto  by  to 
sprinkle  This  is  the  root  of  baptidzo.  Baptists  all  say  it  is 
the  same  in  meaning  with  baptidzo. 

Dr.  Graves  qnotes  Trommins  as  others  on  his  side  do.  He 
never  wrote  a  lexicon.    It  is  a  mere  gloeaaiy  by  a  Froaentine 
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whom  Anihon^  so  eulogized  by  Dr.  Graves,  says  was  defective 
as  a  critic — ^giving  the  general  opinion  of  scholars, 

Vossius  gives  sprinlde  as  a  New  Testament  meaning,  and 
held  that  on  Pentecost  and  other  occasions,  they  were  baptized 
by  affusion.     That  shows  what  they  meant  by  their  definitions. 

Pickering  gives  wash,  cleanse  as  the  New  Testament  uses — 
literal^  not  figurative  uses.  Dr.  Graves  leaves  out  his  words 
*'  in  the  New  Testament,"  where  Pickering  shows  it  to  be  used 
as  was  nipto — a  washing  by  pouring,  and  so  evidently  seen, 
that  Geo.  Campbell,  Dr.  Graves's  favorite,  renders  it  **  wash, 
by  pouring  a  little  water  on  their  heads."  So  does  A.  Camp- 
bell. Pickering  makes  baptidzo  in  the  New  Testament  mean 
the  same.  Is  not  Mark  vii.  3,  a  literal  washing  ?  Pickering 
refers  to  it  as  well  as  Wahl.  Dr.  Graves  says  Eld.  Ditzler 
read  Passow,  and  passed  over  sintaachen^  eintauchm — immerse, 
bubmerse.  We  did  not  do  so.  Wfe  told  the  Doctor,  who  is 
hard  of  hearing,  that  we  read  it.  But  we  paused  and  empha- 
sized the  words — "  Generally,  to  sprinkle  upon,  to  pour  upon." 
We  were  then  on  what  was  the  prevailing  and  primary 
meaning,  referring  to  his  theory  and  sustaining  our  position. 
By  the  way,  Webster's  late  edition  tells  us,  as  I  have  said,  that 
tracing  the  primary  meaning  and  scientific  inquiry  into  these 
facts,  is  a  recent  science — even  mostly  since  Webster's  death; 
and  the  editors  employ  Germans  to  trace,  to  some  extent, 
primary  meanings,  while  current  ones  are  as  well  given  by 
Webster  as  can  well  be. 

Dr.  Graves  leaves  out  both  the  first  meanings  of  Gazes  and 
Kouma,  and  the  "besprinkle"  of  the  one,  and  the  "pour 
upon"  of  the  other. 

He  now  tells  us  it  was  thought  for  a  while  that  20,  in  baptidzOy 

indicated  a  repetition  of  the  action.     Yes,  but  scholars  found 

out  fifty  years  ago,  that  it  did  not.     Yet  Donnegan,  Lidd»-I[ 

and  Scott,  etc.,  went  blundering  on,  and  held  to  the  error, 

while  Kohner  clearly  showed  it  was  wrong,  as  well  as  Stuart. 

In  the  salSie  way  Conant  refutes  Vossius  who  says  baptidzo 

differs  from  dunai,  to  sink  deep,  where  the  object  perishes. 

Now,  Dr.  Graves  endorses  this  blunder  in  Vossius.    Is  it  not 

astonishing?    Dr.   Conant   adduces    many  instances  where 

22 
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dunaiy  endunai^  katcdimai  occur,  and  are  almost  invariably  the 
words  used  for  immersion  in  the  Greek  church.  Conant  gives 
so  many  cases,  we  need  not  quote  any.  Did  they  immerse 
that  the  object  might  perish?  What  silly  criticism?  Also, 
baptidzo  often  applies  to  objects  perishing,  and  Conant  tells  us 
so,  and  adduces  many  cases,  and  Dr.  Graves  gave  us  a  few 
cases.  Yet,  now,  he  quotes  Yossius,  and  forgets  he  is  on 
record  against  it. 

He  quotes  Scapula,  and  to  evade  the  force  of  our  exposures, 
Dr.  Graves  mistranslates  the  Latin  in  a  way  wo  never  saw. 
Vt  quae  tingendi  aut  abluendi  gratia  aqua  immerffimus — which  is 
as  we  immerse  things  in  water  for  the  purpose  of  wetting  or 
cleansing  them.  Dr.  Graves  renders"  as  we  immerse  anything 
for  the  sake  of  dj^eiiig  or  tposhing  in  water  !!  "  He  puts  a  comma  (,) 
after  "aw^ "  where  Scapula  has  none,  perverts  the  Latin  horridly, 
and  makes  Scapula  say  we  immerse  anything  for  the  sake  of 
washing  in  water!/  A  glance  at  the  Latin  will  show  a  mere 
tyro  how  ridiculous  is  his  dodge — unprecedented.  But  to 
hope  to  expose  all  his  blunders  is  vain.  A  host  of  errors  we 
leave  over  for  our  next  reply.  He  perverts  Schleusner  utterly. 
He  perverts  Stokius  as  badly.  We  reserve  to  our  next  speech 
a  full  reply.  We  quoted  them  just  as  they  are.  He  utterly 
misrepresents  them.  Not  a  fact  has  he  met — not  a  point  in 
philology  has  he  attempted  to  meet,  and  he  never  will.  Once 
more  let  us  notice  primaries. 

That  you  may  see  how  little,  men  are  settled  on  the  primary 
meaning  of  bapto  and  baptidzo^  we  called  your  attention  to  the 
fact  that  they  give  us  no  rule,  no  law,  by  which  to  discover 
it.  They  differ  evidently  among  themselves.  Some  give  im- 
merse first,  some  dip  in,  some  dip  repeatedly,  some  wash,  or 
cover,  some  overwhelm.  Some,  like  Wahl,  and  Liddell  aod 
Scott,  change  every  new  edition  they  make.  Moses  Stuart 
tells  the  uncertainty  of  it  when  he  says  of  bapio — baf — the 
root:  "Immersing  or  plunging"  is  ^^ probably  the  original'' 
meaning.  "I  have  supposed  the  original  and  literal  meaning 
of  the  root  bap  to  be  that  of  dipping  or  plunging.'* — ^p.  48. 

We  want  something  better — we  have  it.  Meantime  the 
whole  weight  of  all  their  own  great  writers,  ignored  by  Dr. 
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Graves^  is,  from  the  results  exhibited,  solid  and  unanswerable 
against  the  Doctor.  Suffusion  is  the  only  Scriptural,  mode  of 
baptism. . 

Dr.  G.  hates  to  give  up  the  classic  Greek.  He  says  it  is  a 
rule  that  where  eis  is  placed  before  the  name  of  an  element  or 
object,  that  entrance  from  without  to  a  point  within,  is  indicat- 
ed. That  is  not  the  case.  The  context  must  determine  it. 
We  put  many  cases  in  evidence  where  parties  went  ds  towards 
the  sea,  eis  to  the  Jordon,  met  ds  at  the  Jordon,  ship  launched 
ds  INTO  the  deep,  but  not  under  the  element,  a  ring  placed  eis 
on  the  hand,  etc.,  etc.  Why  so  boldly  assert  what  is  not  cor- 
rect 

The  Doctor  wholly  mistakes  me  on  €7!  and  dative  of  t/?Aere, 
wherein  in  speech  13.  His  rule  is  simply  not  applicable.  We 
never, denied  the  where,  or  wherein,  as  he  knows.  We  deny 
that  when  John  said  baptize  en  with  fire,  en  with  the  spirit, 
that  he  alluded  to  theplace  where  they  were  to  be  baptized, 
but  to  the  instrumentality  with  which — the  element  with  which 
they  were  to  be  baptized.  ItwsiS  dative  of  iristrument  Anoint 
en  with  oil.  Wash  thee  en  with  water.  He  shall  cleanse  the 
house  en  hyssop,  €»  the  blood  of  a  bird.  We  showed  that  41 
times  consecutively  thus  en  occurs.  In  one  verse  five  times 
thus  it  occurs,  where  the  word  sprinkf^  in  Greek  and  Hebrew 
occurs.  Why  does  he  not  meet  those  cases  ?  Why  all  this 
evasion  ? 

He  takes  up  the  classics  again.  There  is  no  proof  of  immer- 
sion. There  is  no  proof  that  Agamemnon  immersed.  To 
plunge  even  proves  not  immersion  as  used  by  Dr.  Graves,  A 
man  or  horse  plunges  in  water,  yet  goes  not  entirely  under. — 
He  "baptized  eis  at  or  in  the  sea."  If  he  had  stood  on  its  edge 
at  its  edge  and  baptized,  €t9  was  a  most  proper  word  to  be 
used.  Hence  the  citation  proves  nothing.  The  blister  plas- 
ter or  ancient  pessary,  made  of  verdegris,  honey,  and  other  el- 
ements had  simply  to  be  moistened  with  or  in  *'the  milk  of  a 
woman"  So  the  Greek  reads  eis geUa gunikos.  Who  believes 
it  was  submerged  in  the  milk  of  a  woman  ?  It  was  not  the 
way  or  process.  Kuhner's  grammar  and  all  others  completely 
sustain  me,  as  he  knows.    He  takes  one  use  of  en  as  if  it  were 
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every  use — a  most  constant  habit  with  Dr.  Graves.  Euhner 
puts  it  en  at  by,  where  used  locally — of  wherCj  etc.  So  doe« 
Passow,  Liddell  and  Scott,  and  all  authorities.  Dr.  Graves 
cites  671  as  to  tfwe,  when .  What  has  it  to  do  here  ?  We  have 
only  to  do  with  two  uses  of  en.  1.  Local  use — ^in,  at,  by, 
near,  etc.  2.  Instrumentality — with,  by  means  of — speak  efi 
with  the  voice,  cleanse  en  with  water,  en  with  blood; 

But  remember  that  Matthew,  Mark  and  John,  as  all  scholars 
agree,. use  "Syricisims"  constantly. 

The  great  Walton,  whose  prolegomena  is  simply  the  store 
house  of  other  scholars,  says:  "For  the  New  Testament  being 
written  in  Greek,  whose  vernacular  language  was  Syriac, 
everywhere  savors  of  Syrianisms."  Hence  Ludovicus,  author 
of  a  Syriac  lexicon,  etc.,  affirms  that  the  true  import  of  the 
phraseology  of  the  New  Testament  can  scarcely  be  learned 
except  from  the  Syriac.  They  conceived  in  Syriac  what  they 
wrote  in  Greek." — Modock's  Apo.  to  Peshito,  498,  499.  So 
agree  all  eminent  critics. 

Now,  in  Hebrew  and  Syriac  they  abcays  used  the  preposi- 
tion for  instrumentality  in  all  these  cases.  Gesenius,  immer- 
sionist,  quotes  be  or  vhe  with  as,  the  equivalent  of  <7i,  with, 
and  elaborately  supports  it,  showing  that  the  Greeks  use<l  en 
to  correspond  with  the  be  of  Hebrew  and  Syriac,  etc.  Be  also 
often  means  6^,  aty  in,  on,  of  place.  Hence  the  three  writers 
whose  style  was  Syriac,  use  en  for  with,  as  did  the  Septuagint 
translators  also.  But  all  agree  Luke  wrote  often  in  pure 
^Uissic  Greek.  Hence  he  never  uses  en  where  the  three  who 
thought  in  Syriac  but  wrote  in  Greek  (though  Matthew  Jirsi 
wrote  in  Syriac)  say  en  in  the  eases  cited — ^baptize  en  with 
water,  with  the  Spirit.  He  simply  has  it  hudati  "with  water,** 
pwn,  with  fire,  pneumati,  with  the  spiri.t.  This  settles  that 
matter.  See  Gesenius,  Thesaurus  and  lexicon,  under  if., 
Furst,  Uhlerman's  Syr.  gram.  etc. 

And  when  I  emphatically  deny  that  eis  primarily  means 
into,  I  do  what  his  dear  Liddell  and  Scot,  Passow,  Roet  ft 
Palm,  and  all  later  and  abler  scholars  do. 

But  he  says  I  mistranslate  and  misunderstand  Example  39 
of  Conant.     Indeed.     He  renders  it,  "and  fdreskdj  beecmhj 
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immersed  (haptized)  and  wanting  little  of  ^iwfe'ngr,  some  of  the 
parties  at  first  attempted  to  leave,  and  get  aboard  of  their  own 
bark."  Now  Dr.  Graves  makes  the  absurd  statement  that  the 
pirates,  "were  already  becoming  immersed,"  yet  had  not  left 
the  vessel !  Now  if  they  were  on  the  vessel,  as  he  admits, 
(and  the  text  shows  they  were)  how  could  they  be  "  often  im- 
mersed "  on  the  vessel  f  But  the  text  says — say  it  is  the  pirates 
he  speaks  of  particularly,  and  that  the  ship  was  not  about  to 
be  immersed,  how  could  they  be  endangered  and  immersed 
on  the  vessel  they  had  seized,  if  it  was  not  about  to  sink? 
Where  the  danger  they  had  to  flee? 

Verily  the  legs  of  the  lame  are  unequal.  But  if  it  is  only 
of  the  pirates,  it  is  so  much  the  worse.  They  were  on  the 
vessel.  It  was  not  sinking.  Then  it  reads,  "and  being 
already  baptized,  and  wanting  but  little  of  being  immersed.^' 
Will  he  deny  that  katadunai  means  immerse  here?  Now  if 
baptidzo  immerses  them,  how  couFd  it  be  so  in  a  vessel  not 
about  to  sink?  How  could  it  be  S9id  they  "wanted  little  of 
immersing" — being  immersed,  if  already  they  were  im- 
mersed?    What  ridiculous  positions! 

The  ridiculous  puerility  of  Dr.  Graves*  remarks  scarcely 
deserves  notice  on  Example  22.  Because  baptidzo  applies  to 
being  drunk  in  Plato  and  Plutarch,  does  it  imply  that  in  all 
cases  it  is  to  make  drunk?  Because  it  means  primarily  to 
sprinkle,  does  it  imply  that,  when  it  applies  to  a  sinking  ship? 
But  Dr.  Graves  commits  himself  to  the  absurd  position  that 
baptidzo  puts  merely  under  the  element,  but  katadu?u  sinks  to 
the  bottom!  Now  Conant  not  only  tells  him  this  is  wholly 
untrue,  but  shows  it  by  great  numbers  of  examples. 

1.  Baptidzo  in  Josephus,  Plutarch,  etc.,  sends  to  the  bottom 
every  vessel  or  person  it  puts  under,  as  well  as  in  other 
Greek. 

2.  In  the  4tli  century  and  onwards  katadunai  is  constanly 
used  where  they  baptized  by  immersion.  Conant  quotes  too 
many  cases  to  need  citation.  He  will  not  deny  it.  Hence, 
Dr.  Graves'  whole  theory,  all  he  says,  as  a  whole,  everything 
he  says  is  just  so  much  error  unsupported.  He  has  dragged 
out  all  the  old  errors  and  blunders  of  all  past  writers,  and 
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DOW  is  head  and  ears  swamped  in  the  cumhrous  mass.  He 
discriminates  not  between  the  good  and  the  bad,  the  hnghest 
blunders  and  the  most  accurate  criticisms.  What  progress 
can  be  made  where  a  drag-net  is  to  pull  all  the  old  blunders, 
now  abandoned  by  all  sides,  into  prominence  again  ? 

He  says  I  define  aei  **^  now,"  by  all  the  time.  I  did  so  from 
the  first,  always,  all  the  time.  He  pretends  that  I  say  of  Ex- 
ample 16,  pressipg  him  to  the  bottom  and  holding  him  there. 
Does  his  cause  need  such  misquotations?  Or  is  he  getting 
witty,  or  has  he  rubbed  up  against  Ewing?  He  would  render 
aei  on  the  authority  o£  scholars  "  frequently."  Yes,  old  im- 
mersionist  dreamers  of  the  very  dawn  of  the  revival  of  learn- 
ing, and  largely  these  are  his  "  scholars,"  and  these  old  im 
mersionists  are  his  Pedobaptists  generally. 

Into  everlasting  life — a  compound  always  of  this  word  meaoB 
"/reywen/"  life,  frequent  punishment  instead  of  always  contin- 
uous !  Thus  he  says  anything,  drives  anyway,  steers  to  any 
port  to  get  out  oi  the  pelting  storm.  Alas,  it  still  pours  on. — 
The  oil  is  not  the  means  with  which  the  tow  was  baptized,  he 
informs  us  now,  but  points  out  the  place  where  the  baptism  took 
place  ?  Wherein,  where,  case  I !  And  the  proof  is  he  baptized 
the  tow  elaio  with  oil.  So  the  Greek  reads.  But  Dr.  Graves  is 
so  fiill  of  jokes  that  he  wishes  to  relieve  the  debate  of  serious- 
ness. To  complete  this  he  makes  the  smiths  plunge  a  **www 
of  red  hot  iron  drawn  from  the  furnaces"  into  water  to  tem- 
per it 

His  case  where  Philip  baptizes  is  not  baptidzo  but  diabaptidzOy 
and  not  in  point.  See  my  13th  speech,  pages  295-6.  It  is  use- 
less to  repeat    It  was  not  a  case  of  dipping. 

Finally,  waxing  desperate,  stung  to  blindness,  the  Doctor 
quotes  bapto  for  baptidzo  where  Aristophanes  has  it  wash  the 
wool — he  renders  the  baptousi  wash,  by  dip,  and  puts  it  haptidzt 
sthai  and  repeats  the  blunder,  professing  to  quote  Cowart,  79, 
"  dipped  in  dye,"  baptisthan  en  bammatL  Now  baptidzo  hsvsr 
applies  to  dye,  nor  puts  an  object  in  bammati  dye.  If  ihe  Dr. 
will  just  think  or  look,  he'll  see  his  blunders  here.  But  to  ex- 
pose them  all  is  a  job  to  weary  Hercules.  Clasric  baptidzo 
never  dgfs.    Whenever  it  puts  living  beings  under  the  element^ 
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they  perish.  On  the  baptism  of  Benaial  he  quotes  "  all  the 
little  particles  of  hail"  with  which  the  Jew  baptized,  as  if  it 
said  "  breaking  all  the  ice,"  as  if  to  immerse.  There  is  no 
ice,  but  the  "  little  particlels  of  hail."  We  gave  the  amount 
ot  water  with  which  such  a  Jew  baptized.  One-fifth  of  a  pint 
sufficed.  Less  than  a  man  would  drink,  sufficed,  as  a  case  of 
that  kind  occurred. 

The  Clemens  Alexandrinus   case  he  touches  lightly  also. 

He  renders  "  sprinkled  herself  with  water,"  bathed.     I  do  not 

object    It  shows  how  they  bathed.     The  Greek  is  rainoy  which 

so  often  Dr.  G.  tells  us  is  the  Greek  for  sprinkle,  and  hvdor 

water.    If  he  prefers  bathe  where  it  is  "  sprinkles  with  water/' 

all  right.    You  will  know  what  bathed  means  hereafter,  when 

he  renders  baptidzp  bathed,  amady  "bath" — it  is  "sprinkle 

with  water."    He  insists  baptize   on  the  couch  is  to  "  bathe 

after  sleeping."    Not  a  word  of  it.     1.  He  cites  Homer  twice 

where  the  parties  wash — one  at  the  hoary  sea,  the  other  before 

prayer,  "  sprinkles  herself  with  water."    Now  it  is  of  this 

kind  of  baptism  he  speaks.     Ancient  writers  allude  to  this 

custom.     Hervetus  says  of  this  case  : 

Hebvetus:  **  The  Jews  washed  themselves  not  only  at  sacrifices,  but 
also  at  feastSy  and  this  is  the  reason  why  Clement  says  that  they  were 
purified  or  washed  upon  a  couch/'  i,  e.,  a  dining  couch  or  triclinium.  To 
this  Mark  refers  ch.  vii,  and  Matt  xv,  2.  Turtullian  refers  to  it  when  he 
says,  **Jud£eus  Israel  quotodie  la  vat.  The  Jewish  Israel  washes  every 
day." 

The  "AjKwtollc  Const,"  66,  alluding  to  a  Jew  says,  "Unless  they  bap- 
tize themselves  daily  they  do  not  eat;  still  further,*  unless  they  purify 
(kabaroosin)  with  water  their  couches,  and  plates,  and  cups,  and  goblets, 
and  seats,  they  will  not  use  them  at  alL" 

Thus  we  see  all  the  facts  stand  out  in  support  of  aflusion. 

But  Clement  makes  '^  washing  the  hands  at  the  hoary  sea/* 
and  "  sprinkling  with  water,"  to  be  images  of  the  baptism 
enjoined  by  Moses.  Nay,  it  was  handed  down  "by  the  poets 
from  Moses."  This,  then,  was  the  baptism  from  Moses  handed 
down — to  wash  the  hands  to  sprinkle  with  water. — [  IHme  out. 
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DR.  GRAVES'  FIFTEENTH  SPEECH, 

Mr.  Prbsidbnt. — He  says  he  has  proved  that  the  Greek 
church  does  not  always  baptize  by  immersioD !  I  will  say  this 
for  my  opponent,  and  he  will  doubtless  regard  it  as  a  compli- 
ment, that  he  has  done  what  no  living  man  before  him  ever 
did,  and  what  no  man  living  besides  him  would  do,  having  a 
proper  regard  for  his  own  reputation,  viz.,  deny  that  the 
Greek  church  always  immerses  for  baptism.  No  fact  is  better 
known,  whatever  other  rites  they  may  add  to  this  one,  every 
scholar  knows  that  they  consider  the  immersion  as  the  baptis- 
mal act. 

• 

4.  I  do  not  deny  that  affusion  was  practiced  in  the  Latin 
church  for  baptism,  but  I  do  most  emphatically  deny  that  it 
ever  was  in  the  Greek  church.  The  Latin  church,'  in  cases 
of  necessity,  sprinkled,  but  it  never  held  or  taught  that  asper- 
sion was  the  apostolic  practice. 

5.  My  opponent  mistakes  with  reference  to  a  clear  matter 
of  fact  when  he  represents  me  as  saying,  that  Kouma  and 
Gaze  did  not  write  on  classic  Greek.  I  never  used  any  such 
expression  at  all,  but  I  did  say  that  they  wrote  in  modem 
Greek,  were  commentators  rather  than  lexicographers,  and  of 
light  authority. 

What  I  have  to  say  about  the  Hebrew  tabnlj  will  be  said 
when  I  come  to  versions,  and  it  will  be  found  altogether 
flofainst  his  case. 

He  was  off  on  bapto  again,  a  word  never  used  for  baptism, 
for  nearly  one  half  of  his  last  speech.  It  is  very  well,  when 
he  has  nothing  else  to  say,  he  can  discourse  on  that  Because, 
secondarily,  it  means  "to  dye,''  "  tinge,"  since  dyeing  is  done 
by  immersion,  and  that  is  as  near  as  he  has  got  to  making  out 
his  ^^  sprinkle"  from  baptidzo^  Mark  one  thing,  he  has  not  yet 
produced  a  standard  lexicon  that  gives  "to  sprinkle"  or  "to 
pour  "  as  the  literal,  current  definition  of  either  bapto  or  bap- 


Mode  of  Baptism.  345 

&feo,  much  less  "to  moisten,"  or  "wet  in  any  way."  I  have  re- 
peatedly challenged  him  to  do  so,  and  he  has  not,  and  I  again 
challenge  him  to  the  task.  If  his  assertions  are  true,  why 
donH  he  produce  some  show  of  authority  to  sustain  them. 

8.  Sophocles  is  regarded  as  a  lexicou  of  standard  authority 
by  American  and  German  scholars,  and  he  says  that  baptidzo 
never  did  mean  anything  diflferent  from  "  to  dip,"  "  to  im- 
merse," and  he  has  critically  examined  the  entire  period  from 
one  hundred  and  ten  years  before  Christ  to  eleven  hundred 
years  after  Christ.  I  assert  again,  that  wherever  bafto  is  used 
to  denote  "  to  dye,"  it  is  used  in  its  secondary  signification, 
and  "  to  sprinkle  "  is  no  more  a  proper  signification  of  ilt  than 
it  is  of  our  English  verb  to  dip.  This  is  the  way  that  all  lexi- 
cographers and  critics  have  settled  it,  and  Eld.  Ditzler,  nor 
Dale,  nor  any  other  man  can  unsettle  it.  I  shall  refer  to  bapto 
no  more  in  this  debate. 

'  9.  He  shall  not  mislead  you  with  respect  to  Leigh.  He 
brought  him  forward  as  an  important  witness  on  his  side,  and 
I  have  shown  that  his  testimony  is  all  against  him.  I  will 
soon  give  his  testimony  in  full  as  to  the  proper  meaning  and 
New  Testament  use  of  baptidzo, 

10.  The  reporter's  notes  show  that  when  you  brought  for- 
ward Pasaow,  you  did  not  give  the  primary  meaning  until 
I  called  upon  you  to  do  it. 

11.  I  know  not  what  my  opponent  means  by  my  "  partizans 
in  Kentucky,  Texas,  and  Alabama,  and  elsewhere"  misrepre- 
senting him.  I  have  no  partizans,  nor  do  I  bjelieve  that  a 
Baptist  in  these  States  has  ever  n^isrepresented  my  oppo- 
nent's positions.  As  editor  I  see  all  they  have  said  through 
the  press,  and  I  am  certain  he  has  repeated  in  this  debate 
every  strange  thing  charged  upon  him. 

You  have  heard  how  he  has  used  Schleusner  in  support  of 
his  position,  that  baptidtOy  while  it  sometimes  is  used  in  the 
sense  of  "  to  dip,"  "  to  immerse,"  in  classic  Greek,  yet  it  is 
neverusedin  this  seme  in  the  New  Testament!  and  he  even  advises 
me,  when  I  want  to  know  what  Schleusner  does  say,  to  go  to 
his  book  (the  Ditzler-Wilkes  Debate);  that  he  and  his  friend 
made  that  book  to  instruct  the  people.    Now,  I  happen  to 
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have  Schleusner  in  my  hand,  as  well  as  Eld.  Ditzlert  "  booki** 
and  I  wish  to  show  you  the  kind  of  instruction  that  I  find  in 
it.  I  have  said,  that  intentionally  or  through  ignorance,  he 
has,  by  suppressing  a  very  important  part  of  a  sentencei  made 
Schleusner  say  what  he  does  not  say,  and  what  he  never  in- 
tended to  say — ^he  has  suppressed  his  testimonyi  and  pat  a  lie 
in  his  lips 

I  will  place  before  you  what  Eld.  Ditzler  makes  him  aayi 
and  then  what  Schleusner  really  does  say,  and  leave  you  to 
decide  if  my  opponent's  translation  and  representations  of 
his  authors  should  be  implicitly  relied  upon.  I  quote  from 
the  speech  of  Eld.  Ditzler  in  the  Debate,  pp.  487, 488 : 

^^Babtidzo.  1.  Proprie:  xmmergo  ac  intingOf  m  aquam  mergOf  a  bt^fto  *  *  * 
In  hog  autem  significatione  nunquam  in  N.  T.  sed  eo  fi:equenti!]8  in 
Scriptt  Gr.  legitur,  v.  c  Doid.  Sic.  1.  c.  36,  de  Nilo  ezeundante*  •  Stnbo, 
Lib.  xii.  391,  etc.,  etc  Jam,  quia  baud  raro  aliquid  inmiergi  ac  intingi 
iu  uquam  solet,  utlavetur,  hinc  2.  abluoj  lavo^  aquapttrgo  notat.  Sicl^tur 
in  N.  T.  Mare.  vii.  4,  kai  apo  agoraa  ean  me  baptizontai  ( in  quibusdam  codd. 
raniUontai)j  ouk  esthumn  et  res,  iu  foro  coemtas,  nisi  prius  aqua  abotnefc 
purgatse  fuerint,  non  edunt.  Luk.  xi.  38  *  *  ebaptisthe  *  *  lavaase.  Bapiuntkm 
non  solum  lavare^  sed  etiam  se  lavare  significare,  multis  locis  probare  potest 
3  Hinc  transferetur  ad  baptismi  ritum  solemneni^  etc.  4.  Metapborics:  nft 
Lat.  imbuOj  large  et  copoUe  do^  atque  auppedito  largiter  prof  undo." 

^^  Baptidzo,  1.  Properly :  to  immerse  or  to  dip,  to  plunge  into  water, 
from  bapio  *  *  But  in  this  sense  it  never  occurs  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment, butiu  it  frequently  in  (classic)  Greek  writers,  for  example,  Diodo- 
rus  Siculus  1,  eb.  36,  used  of  tbe  overflow  of  tbe  Nile,  in  Strabo,  etc,  etc 
Now  because  not  rarely  ( not  unfhK][uently )  a  tbing  is  accustomed  to  be 
immersed  or  dipped  in  water,  tbat  it  may  be  cleansed^  benoe,  2.  it  means  <» 
cleanse  J  to  wash  (t.  e.,  in  any  way  tbat  vnll  cleanse)^  to  pu  ify  WITH  wmUr, 
Tbus  ( in  Mm  sense)  it  occurs  in  tlie  New  Testament  Mark  viL  4,  and 
(baving  come)  from  tbe  public  place,  tbey  will  not  eat  unless  flnt  tbey 
baptize  tbemselves  ( Latin  of  S. ) ;  and  tbings  purcbased  in  the  matkel 
tbey  will  not  eat,  unless  first  cleansed  and  purified  with  water.  In  many 
texts  it  is  rantisontai,  sprinkle  ( t.  e.,  for  baptized).  Luke  xL  38  *  *  bi^tiaed 
—washj  baptizesthai )  to  baptize),  not  only  means  to  tootA  but  alao  to  wuk 
one- a  ulfj  as  can  be  proved  in  many  places.  3.  Hence,  it  is  transfeEved  to 
tbe  solemn  rite  of  baptism,  etc.  4.  Metaphorically :  aa  ( t  e.,  equivalent 
to;  tbe  Latin  to  imbue ^  to  give  and  administer  to  (any  one)  iMrgdy^  10 

POUR  FORTH  abundantly." 

As  I  have  nothing  more  to  say  on  baptoj  I  will  now  meet 
his  charge  that  I  have  perverted  Schleusner  and  StokiiiSi 
and  show  you  who  is  the  guilty  party,  and  guilty  beyond  pre- 
cedent 
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These  are  the  remarks  and  the  use  he  has  made  of  his  own 
perversion  of  his  author: 

''Now,  while  Schleuaoer  gives  immerse  and  dip,  he  takes  care  to  say  it 
never  occurs  in  this  sense  in  the  New  Testament  But  they  leave  that 
out  Here  Schleusner,  whom  Campbell  holds  up  as  one  of  the  best  lexi- 
cographers in  the  world,  defines  haptidzo^  as  a  classic  word,  by  immerse, 
and  gives  a  number  of  references,  such  as  the  submergence  of  land  by 
water,  immersion  of  animals,  people,  etc.,  and  then  says  it  never  has  this 
tignificatwn  in  the  New  Testament,  They  leave  that  out;  it  defeats  their 
ends."— Debate,  p.  488. 

Now,  this  is  as  it  stands  in   Schleusner^s  Lexicon,  under 

bfiptidzoj  with  the  sentence  that  Elder  Ditzler  suppresses. 

'*  Biiptidzo,  l.Proprie :  immergo  ac  intingo  in  aquam  mergo,  a  bapto^  et 
respondet  Hebraico  tavcd,    2.  Beg.  v.  14,  in  vers.  Alex,  et  iava  apud  Sym- 

niachum  Psalm  Ixviii.  5,  et  apud  incertum^  Ps.  ix.  6.  In  hoc  slgnlficatione 
nunquam  in  N.  T.  sed  eo  frcquentius  in  Scripptt.  Gr.  legitur.  v.  c,  Diod. 
Sic  1,  ch.  36  de  Nilo  exundante  (toon  chersaioon  therioon  ta  palla  hupo 
ton  potomon  peri  lephthenta  dia  phtheiretai  baptizomena") — Gr. 

Which  he  renders  into  Latin  : 

''Multa  terrestrium  animaUum  a  fiiunine  deprehensus  submersione 
periunt" 

Which  I  translate : 

Properly :  to  plunge  into,  and  dip  in^  to  sink  into  water  from  bapto  and  cor- 
responds to  the  Hebrew  taoal,  2  Eangs  v.  14,  in  the  Alexandrian  version 
[  the  Septuagint],  to  t-^va  in  Symmochus  Psalm  Ixviii.  5,  and  in  an  un- 
known writer  in  Psalm  ix.  6.  In  this  siguifioation  it  is  never  used  in  the 
New  Testament,  but  frequently  in  Greek  writers,  for  example  V.  C.  Dlod. 
Sic.  1.  c.  3d,  concerning  the  overflow  of  the  Nile.  Many  land  animals, 
overtaken  by  the  river,  perish  by  the  submersion. 

After  quoting  from  Strabo  to  the  same   end,   Schleusner 

says: 

"Jam  quia  hand  raro  aliquid  immergi  ac  intingi  in  aquam  solet,  ut 
lavetiir,  Mnc.    2)  Abluo,  lavo,  aqua,  purgo  notat" 

Which  I  translate  literally : 

^Now,  because  notunfrequently  anything  is  accustomed  to  be  immersed 
and  dipped  into  water  that  it  may  be  washed.  2)  [secondarily,  i.  «.,  by 
consequence]  it  denotes  to  uxuA,  to  bathe ^  to  cleanse  in  water, '^  [of  course 
when  it  is  done  by  immersion]. 

What  then  does  Schleusner  really  say  when  permitted  to 
tell  the  whole  truth?  He  declares  that  the  proper  significa^ 
tion  of  baptidzo  is  to  immerse^  to  dip  intOj  to  sink  in  water,  and 
that  it  corresponds  to  the  Hebrew  verb,  taval,  in  2  Kings,  v. 
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14,  (where  Naaman  tavalized^  dipped  himself  in  Jordan  seven 
times),  and  that  it  also  corresponds  to  tava  in  Psalm  Ixviii.  5, 
"  thou  hast  overwhelmed,  ( i.  e.,  destroyed  by  an  overwhelm- 
ing) cities,''  and  in  an  unknown  writer,  a  gloss  on,  Ps.  ix.  6, 
"  their  memorial  is  perished;'  (by  an  overwhelming  that  covers 
it  out  of  sight.)  But  "in  this  sense,  it  is  never  used  in  the 
New  Testament"  In  what  sense  ?  Unquestionably  the  latter, 
as  tava  is  used  in  those  two  passages  referred  to.  In  what  sense 
is  tava  used  in  those  two  passages  ?  In  the  sense  of  such  an 
immersion  or  overwhelming  as  results  in  causing  the  subject 
to  perish.  In  the  sense,  then,  of  to  destroy  by  immersing  it 
is  never  used  in  the  New  Testament,  but  is  often,  not  always 
so  used  by  Greek  writers. 

Here  we  have  this  distinguished  biblical  scholar  and  critic, 
(Dr.  S.),  positively  and  emphatically  denying  the  assertion  of 
Eld.  Ditzler  that  "  wherever  baptidzo  is  used  to  put  a  living 
being  clear  under  the  water,  it  destroys."  Is  not  this  qnite 
different  from  what  Eld.  Ditzler  makes  Schleusner  sav,  that 
baptidzo  is  never  used  in  the  New  Testament  in  its  proper 
sense — i.e.,  to  immerse^  to  dipf  With  what  language  should 
this  use  of  authorities  be  reprimanded  ?  Must  he  not  confess 
that  either  he  did  not  understand  this  author,  or  that  he  inten- 
tionally suppressed  an  important  part  of  his  testimony  ?  Then 
he  emphatically  affirms  that  S.  declares  that  "  baptidzo  came  to 
mean  to  wash^  to  cleanse,"  etc.,  in  any  waj/y  "and  in  this  sense 
it  occurs  in  the  New  Testament."  It  is  painful  to  notice  this, 
but  fidelity  to  the  truth  compels  me  to  say  that  these  are  Eld. 
Ditzler' s  own  words^  tchich  he  puts  into  his  traiislation^  and  quotejt 
them  as  S,'s!  Schleusner  does  not  say  it,  or  anything  like  it. 
See  his  text. 

'  My  eye  rests  upon  another  misleading  translation  in  bis 
book  of  instruction,  which,  though  he  has  not  so  used  it  in 
this  debate,  he  may,  and  I  notice  it  here ;  and  the  more  pnr- 
ticular  am  I  in  noticing  these  matters  as  I  am  contributing 
these  efforts  to  make  a  book  for  the  instruction  of  the  people 
who  cannot  read  Latin  and  Greek.  In  the  seventh  line  from 
the  bottom,  p.  488,  he  makes  Schleusner  say : 
^  lu  many  texts  it  is  ratUitorUif  sprinkle,  for  baptized. ** 
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Schluesner  does   not  say   many.    Here  is  what  he  says: 
**8ic  legitur  in  Novo  Testamento,  Marc.  vii.  4,  kai  apoagoras  ean  bapti- 
zoonti  (in  quibosdam  oodd,  rantisoenti)  ouk  esthiousi. 

Which  he  renders : 

^'  And  things,  bought  in  market,  unless  they  first  inunersei  (in  certain 
texts  it  is  sprinkle)  they  eat  not.^' 

'Sow  he  makes  Sehleusner  say  in  many  texts  is  rantizonU  in- 
stead of  baptizoniij  while  he  only  says  that  in  certain  texts,  they 
are  few — two,  perhaps,  accredited  ones,  not  the  oldest — in  which 
the  copyists  have  substituted  raniizontij  to  sprinkle j  and  why 
this  change  if  bapiizonti  ever  means  to  sprinkle,  why  the 
change  ?  Why  those  copyists  corrected  the  text  to  teach  their 
own  views  they  believed,  they  sprinkled  themselves,  but  they 
knew  that  there  was  no  sprinkle  in  baptizonti^  so  they  dropped 
it,  and  substituted  rantizonti,  and  this  is  a  strong  proof  that 
haptidzo  only  means  to  immerse.  But  why  does  Eld.  Ditzler 
translate  it  many  texts?  Was  it  not  to  impress  you,  that  with 
ancient  writers  haptidzo  and* raiwo  are  synonymous  terms?  He 
that  is  unfaithful  in  little  things  may  be  expected  to  be  in 
wheightier  matters. 

But  how  does  he  permit  Sehleusner  to  testify  concerning 
baptisma,  the  only  noun  form  of  the  verb  used  in  the  New 
Testament  to  denote  the  rite  of  baptism?  We  may  expect  to 
learn  what  Sehleusner  understood  the  meaning  of  this  term 
is  in  the  New  Testament. 

Eld.  D.  entirely  suppresses  the  definitions  of  baptisma,  save 
the  English  word,  '.'baptism,"  when  Sehleusner  gives  immersio 
immersion,  as  its  first  and  only  proper  meaning!  and  baptism 
not  as  the  first  or  proper  meaning  at  all !  but  he  gives  those 
of  baptismos  at  length,  in  order  to  making  the  impression  that 
this  is  the  more  important  word,  and  that  it  signifies  a  wash- 
ing or  wetting  by  any  mjode .  Now  here  is  what  Sehleusner 
says  of  baptisma^  the  noun  used  when  the  Christian  rite  is 
referred  to : 

^^BaptUma  Komen  verbale  a  perfecto  passivo  bebaptiama  verbi  haptidzo,  (1 
proprie :  immersio^  intineHo  in  aquam^  lotto,  Hinc  transfertur  2)  ad  ritum 
sacrum  qui,  kaia  exomen^  baptismus  didtur,  quo  baptizandi  olim  in  aquam 
immergebantur,  ut  verse  religioni  divinse  obstringerentur.'' 

Which  I  translate : 

*  Bapiisma  is  a  verbal  noun  from  the  perfect  passive  of  the  verb  hapUdm, 


350  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

• 

1.  Properly  y  immersion,  a  dipping  into  water,  a  bathing.  Henoe  it  Is 
transferred.  2.  To  tiie  sacred  rite  wliich,  pre-eminently,  isYsdled  bi^tlaii, 
and  in  wliich  formerly  they  were  immersed  in  water,  that  they  mi^t  be 
obligated  to  the  true  divine  religion.'' 

All  can  by  this  see  that  from  the  beginning  to  the  end, 
Schleusner  has  been  perverted  by  Elder  Ditzler,  to  teach  what 
he  never  said,  and  contrary  to  what  he  did  say.  I  appeal  to 
every  scholar  present,  here  are  the  books,  and  to  every  scholar 
on  the  continent,  [passes  them  over  to  scholars,  and  to  Dr.  Tal- 
bert].  Such  a  course  with  an  author  is  as  unwarranted,  as  I 
believe,  it  is  unprecedented  in  its  grossness  and  flagrancy. 
If  he  has  treated  one  lexicon  thus,  before  our  eyes,  what  have 
we  not  a  right  to  expect  of  the  many  from  which  he  has  quoted 
here  that  we  have  not  the  opportunity  to  examine?  I  do 
therefore,  as  I  am  amply  justified  in  doing,  challenge  every 
authority  he  quotes  in  this  discussion,  the  full  text  of  which 
he  does  not  submit  for  examination.  I  cannot  take  what  my 
opponent  avers  an  author  says,  nor  his  translations,  unless  he 
submits  the  text  of  the  author. 

It  the  Qreek  of  the  New  Testament  unlike  Clattlo  Greek. 

My  opponent  and  a  few  other  controversialists,  claim,  as  a 

last  argument,  that  the   Greek  of   the  New   Testament  is 

unlike  classic  Greek  or  any  other  Greek  extant !    Well,  what 

next?     Such  a  statement  argues  a  desperate  cause.     When  I 

declared  in  my  opening  speech  that  there  were  some  men  who 

i  would  do  it,  but  if  an  angel  from  heaven  should  say  so  in  your 

hearing,  let  him  be  rejected  by  you  as  a  false  teacher  and  deceiver. 

I  did  not  know  that  my  opponent  would  take  this  position ! 

Grant  it  to  be  true,  what  follows  ?  why,  as  I  then  indicated  that 
the  New  Testament  was  not  a  revalation  to  the  Greek  nations 

in  apostolic  times!    It  has  ever  been,  and  is,  a  sealed  book  to 

all  the  living  nations  of  this  day,  and  will  ever  remain  so, 

until  the  Holy  Spirit  gives  us  an  inspired  lexicon  by  which  to 

interpret  it.     If  Eld.  Ditzler  be  true,  then  there  is  nothing  in 

the  New  Testament  obligatory  upon  us.    His  position  releaees 

us.  trom  all  obligations  to  read  or  to  obey  the  New  Testament. 

Surely  that  must  be  a  desperate  cause,  that  forces  its  advocates 

to  take  such  a  reckless  position. 
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I  will  submit  a  few  standard  authorities  upon  this  point,  and 
if  my  opponent  sees  fit  to  close  in  with  me  on  this  issue,  I  am 
prepared  for  the  contest,  and  will  force  him  to  deny  the  bind- 
ing authority  of  the  New  Testament  upon  the  world. 

1.  I  appeal  to  the  vi.  Rule  of  interpreting  the  New  Testament, 

which,  at  the  outstart,  my  opponent  accepted.    It  is  of  pointed 

force  here. 

"VI.  The  principlee  of  interpretation  are  common  to  sacred  and  ordinary 
writings,  and  tlie  Scriptures  are  to  be  investigated  by  the  same  rules  as 
other  books.'' 

2.  MosES  Sttjabt,  in  his  comment  upon  this,  says  with  great 
force : 

"  If  the  sacred  Scriptures  be  a  revelation  to  men,  then  are  they  to  be 
read  and  understood  by  men.  If  the  same  laws  of  language  are  not  ob- 
fierved  in  this  revelation  as  are  common  to  i^ien,  then  they  have  no  guide 
to  the  right  understanding  of  the  Scriptures,  and  our  interpreter  needs 
inspiration  as  much  as  the  original  writer.  II  follows,  of  course,  that  the 
sacred  Scriptures  would  be  no  revelation  in  themselves,  nor  of  any  use, 
except  to  those  who  are  inspired.  But  such  a  book  the  sacred  Scriptures 
are  not,  and  nothing  is  more  evident  than  that  when  Oodhas  spoken  to 
meny  he  has  spoken  in  the  langxjtage  of  men,  for  he  has  spoken  by  men  and 
for  menJ*^ 

• 

Lexicons  of  New  Testament  Qreek. 

3.  Wahl's  Clavis  of  the  New  Testament  (1829  Leipsic),  wh:ch 

Eld.  Ditzler  endorses  as  "  one  of  the  most  excellent  we  haye," 

therefore  I  give  all  his  meanings  of  6ap/i&o  and  its  derivitives. 

" '  BaptidtOf  f.  iso.  (a  bapto,  mergo ;  seepius  meigo,  in  New  Test :)    1. 

immergo  (universe— Jos.  Ant,  ix,  10,  2;  xv.  3,  3.    Polyb.  i.  51,  6,)  (a) 

proprie  et  quidem  de  immersione  sacra.'  (From  bapio^  to  immera^. ;  often  to 
immerse,  in  the  New  Testament,)  First,  to  immerse,  (aluxn/s  in  Jos,  AnL^  9,  10 ^ 
2;  and  16,  3,  3.  Polyb.  i.  51,  6).  (a)  properly  amd  truly  eoneerning  sacred  im* 
mersion,^^ 

Can  any  testimony  be  more  explicit  and  conclusive  that 
baptidzo  means  "  to  immerse,**  and  only  "  to  immerse,"  in  the 
New  Testament  ? 

4.  I  call  attention  to  Prof.  Sophocles's  Greek  lexicon   of 

classic  and  New  Testament  Greek,  which  covers  a  period  of 

one  hundred  and  ten  years  before  Christ  to  the  year  1100 

after. 

"  Bmpikb9,  to  dip,  to  immerse ;  sink,  to  be  drowned  (as  the  effiect  of 
sinking) ;  to  sink.    Trop.,  to  afflict ;  soaked  in  liquor;  to  he  dbunk,  intox- 
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ICATED.  2.  Mid.,  to  perform  ablution ;  to  bathe ;  baptizuihai  teU  darknui; 
bathed  in  tears ;  to  plunge  a  knife.  4.  Baptidzo,  merge,  mergito,  tingo,  (or 
tinguo) ;  to  baptize — New  Testament  everywhere.  Tliere  is  no  evidenoe 
that  Lulce  and  Paul  and  the  other  writers  of  the  New  Testament  put  upon 
this  verb  meanings  not  recognized  by  the  Greeks." 

5.  Ed.  Robinson,  in  his  lexicon  of  the  New  Testament,  gives 
no  example  oibapUdzo  being  used  in  a  sense  difiering  from  its 
classic  meaning,  "  to  dip,"  "  to  immerse." 

6.  Analytical  Greek  Lexicon,  Bagster  &  Sons,  London. 

^^  BaptidzOf  ftit.  iso  aor,  1,  ebapfiaa^  properly  to  dip,  to  immerae:  2,  to 
cleanse  or  purify  by  washing ;  to  administer  the  rite  of  baptism,  to  bap- 
tize." 

'^  Bapiismaj  atos,  to,  pr.  immersion ;  baptism,  ordinance  of  baptism. 

"  Baptismos ,  pr.  an  act  of  dipping  or  immersing." 

7.  Dr.  Geo.  Campbell,  President  of  Marischal  College,  Pres- 
byterian, says  : 

Dr.  G.  Campbell.— The  word  baptixein,  both  in  sacred  authors  and  in 

classical,  signifies  to  dip,  to  plunge,  to  immerse ;  and  was  rendered  by 

Tertullian,  the  oldest  of  the  La.  Fathers,  tingere^  the  term  used  for  dyeing 

cloth,  which  was  by  immersion.    It  is  always  construed  suitably  to  this 

meaning."  (Note  on  Matt  iii,  11).  '*  I  should  think  the  word  *tm««r- 
»ion,^  ( \vliich  though  of  Latin  origin  is  an  English  noun,(  a  better  En^lsh 

name  than  baptism  were  we  now  at  lil)erty  to  make  choice. — On  the  Go*- 

pels,  vol.  ii.,  p.  23. 

^  I  have  heard  a  disputant,  ...    in  defiance  of  etymology  and  use, 

\     maintain  that  the  word,  rendered  in  the  New  Testament  baptize^  means 

'     niort?  properly  to  sprinkle  than  to  plunge ;  and  in  defiance  of  all  antiquity, 

that  tlie  former  method  was  the  earliest,  and  for  many  centuries  the  most 

general  practice  in  baptizing.    One  who  argues  in  this  manner  never  (kils, 

with  persons  of  knowledge,  to  betray  the  cause  he  would  defend ;  and 

though,  with  respect  to  the  vulgar,  bold  assertions  generally  succeed  as 

well  as  arguments,  sometimes  better,  yet  a  candid  mind  will  disdain  to 

i     take  the  help  of  a  falsehood  even  in  support  of  the  truth." — LecU  un  iW. 

\  Eloq, ;  page  480. 

8.  W.  Greenfield. — Baptidzo.  To  immerse,  immerge,  submerge,  sink ; 
in  New  Testament  to  wash,  perform  ablution,  cleanse ;  to  ImmerBe,  bi^ 
tize,  administer  the  rite  of  baptism.  Met,  to  overwhelm  one  wifh  anjftkmg, 
to  bestow  liberally,  imbue  largely.  Pass.,  to  be  immersed  in,  or  over- 
whelmed  with  miseries,  oppressed  with  calamities;  whence  BajpiUm^ 
properly  what  is  immersed;  hence,  immersion,  baptism,  ordinance  of 
l)aptism;  met.,  misery,  calamity.  Baptiamoe,  Inunefsion,  baptlam;  a 
washing,  ablution." 

9.  iSchleusner's  Lexicon  of  New  Testament — [I  have  before  given  his 
definition  of  baptidzoj]  **•  ^Baptiema.  (1.)  Proprie ;  tmmermOf  imimeti^  m 
aquam^  loiio.    Hinc  tnuisfertur  (2)  ad  ritus  sacrum,  qui  baptlsmus  dldtur, 
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quo  baptizandi  olim  in  aquam  immergebantur,  ut  verse  rcligioni  divinse 
obetringerentur.*  Properly,  immersion,  dipping  into  water,  washing. 
Hence  it  is  (2)  transferred  to  the  sacred  rite,  which  is  called  baptism,  in 
which  those  formerly  baptized  were  immersed  in  water,  to  obligate  them 
to  the  true  divine  religion." 

10.  Leigh,  a  witness  my  opponent  attempts  to  wrest  so  as  to 

testify  in  favor  of  sprinkling,  concerning  the  meaning  of  the 

term  in  the  New  Testament,  after  giving  "  to  dip  into"  or 

'•  plunge  under"  as  the  native  and  proper  signification  of  bap- 

tkho,  says,  under  baptismos : 

"  If  we  are  willing  to  observe  the  import  of  the  word,  the  term  of  baj)- 
tjjim  signifies  immersion  into  water,  or  the  act  itself  of  immersing  and 
washing  off.  Therefore,  from  the  very  name  and  etymology  of  the  word, 
it  appears  what  would  in  the  b^inning  be  the  custom  of  administering 
baptism,  whilst  we  now  have  for  baptism  rather  rhantism,  that  iS) 
sprinkling." 

I  say  tliis  is  the  witness  Eld.  Ditzler  attempts  to  turn  against 
my  position,  while  every  word  he  utters  is  against  his  own ! 
I  appeal  to  this  audience  if  my  opponent  is  willing  to  observe 
the  native  import  of  the  word  in  his  endeavors  to  support 
rhantisni  for  baptism. 

Stokius'  Clavis  of  the  New  Testament  (fourth  edition, 
Leipsic,)  after  defining  baptidzOy  properly  "  to  immerse,"  "  to 
dip  into  water,"  says  of 

BAPTISMA. 

*1.)  Generatim  et  vi  originis  notat,  immersionem  vel  intincH  nem, 
2. )  Speciatim,  t  )  ptaprie  notat  immersionenij  vel  inUnetitmemrea  in  aquam^  ut 
abluatur,  vel  lavetur.  Hinc  transfertur  ad  designandum  primum  Novi 
Testament!  MMcramentuntj  quod  initationis  vocant,  nempe  bapHamumj  quo 
baptizandi  olim  in  aqam  immergebeantur,  utut  hodienum  aqua  lis  saltem 
adspergatur,  ut  a  peccati  sordibus  abluantur,  illius  remissionem  consequ- 
antur,  A  in  foedus  gratise  recipiantur,  tanquam  hseredes  vitse  seterse." 

*4.  Generally,  and  by  force  of  the  original,  it  denotes  inunersion  or 
dipping.  2.  Specially,  a.  Properly,  it  denotes  the  immersion  or  dipping 
of  a  thing  in  water,  that  it  may  be  cleansed  or  washed.  Hence,  it  is  trans- 
ferred to  designate  the  first  sacrament  of  the  New  Testament,  which  they 
call  of  initiation,  namely  baptism,  in  which  those  to  be  baptized  were, 
formerly  immersed  into  water ;  though  at  this  time  the  water  is  only 
sprinkled  upon  them,  that  they  may  be  cleansed  fix>m  the  pollutions  of 
sin,  receive  the  remission  of  it,  and  be  received  into  the  covenant  of  grace 
as  heirs  of  etemid  lifia." 

Now,  you  heard   mv  opponent,  in  his  last  speech,  afiirm 
23 
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that  "Stokia 8  gives  *wa8h,'  'cleanse/  as  the  only  New  Testament 
use  of  baptidzo  as  a  rite !"  I  am  compelled  to  deny  this  frankly, 
and  to  sustain  my  denial  I  submit  the  text,  which  I  have  in 
my  hand. 

BAPTIDZO. 

"  1.)  Qeneratim  ac  vi  vocis  intinctUmU  ae  immermoma  notioiiem  obtiiiet 
2.)  Speciatimi  a.)  propHe  eat  immergere  a'  iniingeremaquam^  b,)  Tropiee,  1)  per 
MetaUpnn  est,  lavare,  chlure^  quia  aliquid  intingi  ac  imm^*gi  solet  in  aquam 
ut  lavatuTy  vel  abluatur,  equamquam,  lotio  vel  aHutio  fieri  queat  dt  soleat. 
(Marc  vii,  4;  Luc,  xl,  38.)''— Stokii  '^Clavis  Linguse  Sanctoe  Novi  Teeti- 
menti,"  p.  183. 

"QeneraUy,  and  by  force  of  the  word,  it  obtainfl  the  notion  of  a  dipping 
and  immersion.  2.  Specially  a.  Properly,  it  is  to  immerse  and  to  dip  into 
water.  6.  Tropically  1.  It  is,  by  metonymy,  to  wash,  to  cleanse,  because 
anything  is  accustomed  to  be  dipped  and  immersed  in  water  that  it  may 
be  washed  or  cleansed ;  although  washing  or  cleansing  may,  and  is  accus- 
tomed to  be  done  by  sprinkling  water  also. — Mark  vii,  4;  Lake  xi.  88^" 

Mark  particularly  two  things  in  this. 

1.  Stokius  says  that,  properly  it  means  only  to  "immerse," 
"  to  dip  into,"  but  tropically — i.e.,  by  a  figure  of  speech^  vfhere  the 
effect  is  put  for  the  cause^  and  only  then,  it  is  used  to  mean  **to 
wash,"  "to  cleanse,"  because  the  thing  to  be  washed  is  accus- 
tomed to  be  dipped  and  immersed  in  water  that  it  may  be 
washed. 

2.  Stokius  gives  it  as  his  opiniouy  that  the  cleansing  or  wash- 
ing he  refers  to  in  Mark  vii.  4,  and  Lukexi.  38,  was  by  sprink- 
ling and  not  by  immersion ;  but  the  ripest  modem  scholarship, 
as  do  Jewish  writers,  who  ought  to  know  their  own  customs, 
decide  against  Stokius'  opinion  in  this  instance.  The  very 
statements  of  Mark  clearly  show  that  baptizonti  in  the  fourth 
verse  must  mean  more  than  nipstmtai  in  the  third,  for  they 
always  washed  their  hands  before  eating,  though  they  never 
washed  them  by  sprinkling y  but,  coming  from  market,  lest  they 
may  have  contracted  ceremonial  defilement,  they  did  more,  im- 
mersed themselves  according  to  the  traditions  of  their  elders. 

Dr.  H.  A.  W.  Meyer,  in  his  Manual  on  the  Gospeh  of  Mark 

and  Luke,  savs : 

**  The  expression  in  Mark  vii.  4,  is  not  to  be  undostood  of  flie 
^f  the  hands  (as  interpreted  l^  U^tfoot  and  Wetstein),  but  of  Cbe  u 
•ingy  which  the  word  always  means  in  theclaagicsapdttieNewTfhimafit 
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that  is  here,  according  to  the  context,  the  taking  of  a  hath.  So  Luke  xi. 
38.  Having  come  from  the  market,  where,  among  a  crowd  of  men,  they 
might  have  come  in  contact  with  unclean  persons,  they  eat  not  without 
having  first  bathed  themselves.  The  representation  proceeds  after  the 
manner  of  a  climax ;  before  eating  they  always  observe  the  washing  of 
hands,  but  [employ]  the  bath  when  they  oojrke  fntm  the  w^arkti  and  wish  to 
take  food."— Chase,  p.  95. 

I  here  close  my  argument  proving  that  the  Greek  used  by 
the  New  Testament  writers  was  not  different  from  that  used 
by  the  Greeks  of  their  age.  The  tact  is,  could  my  opponent 
prove  that  in  classic  Greek  baptidzo  was  used  generally  in  the 
sense  of 'to  wet,,'  which  is  the  most  he  has  attempted  to  do, 
and  concluding,  as  you  can  wet  a  thing  by  sprinkling,  there- 
fore baptidzo  may  sometimes  mean  to  sprinkle,  yet  these  author- 
ities are  sufficient  to  show  that  "to  dip,"  "to  immerse,"  is  its 
invariable  meaning  in  the  New  Testament.  All  these  author- 
ities also  are  Pedobaptists,  and  their  testimony  has  the  greater 
weight  as  they  testify  against  their  own  practice.  Mr.  Green- 
field, who  examined  the  ancient  Pesehito  Syriac,  the  Arabic, 
the  Coptic,  the  Gothic  of  Ulphilas,  the  Modern  Versions,  the 
German  of  Luther,  the  Dutch,  Danish,  and  Sweedish,  which, 
with  many  others,  all  agree  after  giving  his  testimony  (  in  a 
controversy  respecting  the  transferring  or  translating  of  the 
Greek  word  into  heathen  language)  in  favor  of  immersion  as 
the  primitive  meaning  of  the  Greek  baptidzo^  said:  "I  wish  it 
to  be  distinctly  understood  that  I  am  neither  a  Baptist,  nor 
the  son  of  a  Baptist;  nor  is  it  here  my  business  to  undertake 
a  defense  of  their  cause."  Who  can  doubt  that  such  is  unex- 
ceptioual  testimony? 

Consider  this  array  of  lexical  authority,  and  then  decide  if 
Moses  Staart,  himself  a  Pedobaptist,  did  not  state  the  truth 
when  be  said; 

"  1  Bapto  and  baptidzo  mean  to  dip,  plunge,  or  immerge  into 
anything  liquid.  All  lexicographers,  and  critics  of  any  note 
are  agreed  in  this." — ^'^Christian  Baptism,"  by  M.  Stuart,  p.  51. 

Re|ilication. 

1.  We  learn  from  his  last  speech  that  though  the  proper 
rendering  of  the  example — ^is  to  plunge^  yet  he  may  have  done 
the  plonguig  on  dry  land ;  horses  frequently  plunge  on  land  t 
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And  mergo  in  Latin  often  occurs  for  plunge,  as  he  showed  Mr. 
Wilkes,  and  therefore  when  an  act  is  expressed  by  mergo  there 
need  be  no  going  under  water — it  of  course  can  be  performed 
on  dry  land,  as  sprinkling  is !  I  notice  this  as  an  illustration 
of  his  new  philological  method  of  getting  to  sprinkle  as  the 
historical  primary  of  baptiilzol  Criticism  is  simply  impossible. 

2.  But  he  does  make  an  attempt  to  refute  my  canon,  f.  «., 
that  literally  you  cannot  sprinkle  or  pour  persons  or  indivisible 
objects.  I  care  not  how  often  Eld.  Ditzlcr  refers  to  this.  I 
want  the  minds  of  the  masses  called  to  and  penetrated  by  the 
fact,  for  it  itself  settles  the  controversy  on  the  action  of  bap- 
tism. Remember,  it  was  Dr.  Geo.  Campbell,  of  England,  a 
Presbyterian,  who  said  the  silly  things  Elder  Ditzler  ascribes 
\o  mCyi.  e,ji{  baptidzo  meant  to  pour  or  to  sprinkle,  Christ 
would  doubtless  have  said  "  baptize  (he  water  upon  the  people.^ 
This  must  be  evident  to  every  one.  My  opponent  uses  lan- 
guage so  loosely  that  he  makes  one  modal  verb  mean  a  dozen 
difterent  and  opposite  acts  which  is  opposed  to  the  genius  of 
language  and  to  our  Rules  of  Interpretation.  No  word  can 
have  diverse,  much  less  radically  different  meanings  in  the 
same  place. 

He  certainly  does  not  understand  the  difference  between  a 
metaphorical  and  a  literal  signification  of  a  word,  or  he  is 

determined  that  vou  shall  not. 

•• 

Let  me  once  and  for  all,  put  this  matter  forever  to  rest  in 
the  minds  of  every  person,  young  and  old  in  this  audience. 

Every  modal  verb,i  e,,  a  verb  that  expresses  some  one  specific 
act  as  to  sprinkle^  and  noun  formed  from,it  must  have  one  specific 
meaning  or  it  cannot  be  modal  i.  e.,  express  mode. 

!Now  take  the  verbs  he  has  mentioned,  pour,  sprinkle,  moisten, 
wet,  stain,  color,  wash,  anoint,  dip,  or  immerse.  They  do  not 
mean  one  and  the  same  thing,  but  evidently  different  things, 
and  they  cannot  therefore  be  indicated  by  the  wme  foordj  and  they 
never  are. 

To  pour  denotes  one  kind  of  act,  to  sprinkle  another  and 
different  act,  therefore  pouring  is  not  sprinkling.  If  Christ 
commanded  his  apostles  to  pour,  they  disobeyed  him  if  they 
sprinkled.     You  cannot  pour  by  sprinkling,  nor  sprinkle  by 
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pouring.  To  pour  an  object  is  to  diffuse  it  in  a  stream,  it 
indicates  a  diffusion  in  a  continuous  stream  so  long  as  the 
act  continues.  To  sprinkle  is  to  scatter  into  drops,  if  a 
liquid,  or  fine  particles  if  a  divisible  object  as  ashes,  sand,  etc. 
They  are  two  different  acts  and  one  word  cannot  truly  and 
literally  denote  them.  It  is  senseless  to  talk  about  the  different 
modes  of  modal  verbs  like  these.  You  cannot  sprinkle  or 
pour  in  different  ways.  There  is  only  one  way  to  sprinkle 
and  one  way  to  pour.  So  of  the  verb  to  dipj'it  is  a  modal  verb. 
It  denotes  but  one  act^  that  of  putting  one  thing  into  another, 
nothing  less.  You  cannot  sprinkle  or  pour  by  dipping,  and 
vice  versa.  Therefore  these  three  acts  cannot  be  expressed  by 
one  word.  If  baptidzo  means  one  of  them,  it  can  properly  and 
truly  mean  but  one.  Christ  commanded  his  apostles  to  pour, 
or  to  sprinkle  or  to  dip,  and  if  one,  then  he  forbade  either  of 
the  other  two  acts. 

Take  his  ether  words,  to  wet,  to  stain — which  are  not  mo- 
dal verbs,  but  of  generic  signification.  You  can  correctly 
predicate  mode  of  them,  because  you  can  wet  or  stain  in  va- 
rious ways,  but  any  one  ought  to  know  that  to  toet  does  not 
mean  to  stain,  therefore  you  cannot  express  them  by  one  verb. 
All  can  see  that  to  stain,  does  not  mean  to  sprinkle,  for  one 
might  stain  a  thing  and  not  sprinkle  it,  or  sprinkle,  and  stain 
nothing.  Nor  does  moisten  mean  to  wet  or  to  dip,  for  it  de- 
notes something  less;  nor  does  to  dip  mean  to  moisten,  for  it 
expresses  more.  We  can  here  see  how  figurative  meanings, 
which  are  always  secondary,  originate.  Wetting  and  moisten- 
ing, and  drenching,  and  soaking  and  dyeing,  are  sometimes 
the  eff^eet  of  dipping.  When  we  speak  of  their  effect,  instead 
of  the  cause  or  act  that  produced  it,  we  are  said  to 
speak  figuratively,  and  the  verb  we  use  is  one  of  the  figurative 
uses  of  the  verb  to  dip,  and  is  classed  in  the  lexicons  as  a 
secondary  meaning.  Origen  spoke  of  Elijah's  altar  after  hav- 
ing had  twelve  tubs  of  water  poured  upon  it,  so  that  the  trench 
about  it  was  filled  with  water — as  immersed.  But  is  immerse, 
a  proper  meaning  of  to  pour?  He  used  a  figure  called  an 
.Hyperbole.  K  he  meant  to  denominate  it  a  baptism — alluding 
to  the  Christian  rite — ^tben  it  was  purely  ideal  and  metaleptic. 
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You  can  understand  the  meanings  given  as  the  secondary 
signification  of  baptidzo  in  the  lexicons;  they  are  ihefigwratbot 
uses  they  have  met  with — as  when  a  writer  speaking  of  a 
land  scourged  by  war^says  of  it,  ^  it  was  baptized  in  the  bk>od 
of  its  sons — bathed  in  the  tears  of  orphans  and  widows — im- 
mersed "in  calamities!"  or  persons  "immersed  in  stkuUeSy*  "in 
taxes/'  "  in  booksy"  "  in  cares,"  "  in  wine,"  "  in  sleep."  These 
mislead  no  one.  But  what  would  you  think  of  a  scholar  who 
should  try  to  convince  you  that  these  were  indeed  real  mean- 
ings of  the  verb  "  to  immerse?"  That  immersion  therefore 
signified  the  drij^ing  or  pouring  of  blood,  or  the  staining  of 
the  ground  with  it,  was  really  to  immerse  it?  To  feel  dis- 
tressed in  mind,  was  to  be  immersed,  that  to  study  attentively 
was  to  be  immersed,  that  to  read  a  little  here  and  there  in  a 
book,  was  to  be  immersed,  that  to  be  heavily  taxed  was  to  be 
immersed,  to  ask  a  boy  questions  faster  than  h»  can  answer 
them,  is  to  immerse  him,  to  drink  wine  until  intoxicated,  is 
to  be  immersed — ^what  would  you  think  of  such  a  trickster? 
You  certainly  would  not  call  it  scholarship.  And  yet  this  is 
the  sort  of  lexicography  he  has  treated  you  to  throughout  this 
discussion.     Must  we  be  inflicted  with  it  to  the  end? 

For  the  reason  I  have  given  you,  Dr.  Chas.  An thon.  Episco- 
palian, one  of  the  first  linguists  America  ever  produced,  says 
on  defining  baptidzo— '-''It  means  to  dip,  to  immerse,  and  its 
secondary  meaning,  if  it  ever  had  any."  Why  does  be  say 
this?  Because  he  never  saw  a  secondary  that  was  a  real  Big- 
nification, /or ^iro^ire  ones,  are  not  real  significations. 

We  can  now  better  understand  the  declaration  of  his  fisivo- 
rite  lexicographer,  Leigh,  when  he  says  baptidzo  neYer  signifies 
to  wash  or  to  cleanse,  or  anything  but  its  native  meaning  of 
to  dip  or  to  immerse — except  by  consequence— which  means 
the  figure  of  speech  known  as^  metonymy. 

And  here,  I  may  as  well  explain  what  we  Baptists  nteuk 
when  we  say,  with  C.  Anthon  and  Moses  Stnart^  as  we  have  a 
perfect  right  to  say,  that  all  lexicographers  give  to  dip  or  im- 
merse, as  the  only  true  and  real  meaning  of  bapHdzfK  We 
mean  they  all  unite  in  giving  this  as  its  primary,  which  is  the 
only  real  and  true  meaning.    It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  read 
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only  the  primary  meanings  the  lexicons  give  to  bapUdzOy  while 
he,  as  you  all  knoWj  gave  only  figurative  ones  as  those  he  relied  upon 
to  get  sprinkle  as  a  meaning  of  baptidzo  !  Nothing  can  be  more 
foreign  to  the  truth,  than  that  bapto  or  baptidzo  ever  did,  pri- 
marily or  secondary,  mean  to  sprinkle  or  to  pour,  and  you 
have  had  only  his  unqualified  assertions  for  it,  as  yet.  But 
his  unsupported  assertions  establish  nothing,  except  his  utter 
lack  of  proof — for  if  he  had  proofs,  he  certainly  would  pre- 
sent them,  rather  than  mere  assertions.  He  challenges  me  to 
gainsay  some  assertions  which  he  calls  facts.  I  do  gainsay 
them,  by  positively  and  emphatically  denying  them  to  be/acte. 

After  three  days — for  I  called  his  attention  to  it  in  my  first 
argument  on  the  first  day  of  the  debate — ^he  makes  the  ap- 
pearance of  a  reply  to  my  canon,  which  I  have  urged  in  almost 
every  speech  for  four  days — i,  e.  that  Christ  commanded  per- 
sons^ and  not  water^  to  be  baptized,  and  therefore  baptidzo  con- 
not  mean  to  sprinkle  or  pour.  I  may  have  presented  the 
matter  feebly — the  day  is  coming  when  a  thousand  lips  and 
pens  will  accept  the  argument  and  present  it  with  tenfold 
power— still  the  stern  grammatical  fact  is  there,  that  when  per- 
sons or  indivisible  things  are  the  objects  of  the  verbs  to  pour  or 
to  sprinkle  they  must  take  the  preposition  in  or  upon,  expressed 
or  in  composition.  He  has  just  asserted  again,  and  I  propose 
to  discuss  this  point  as  long  as  he  makes  such  assertions — that 

'*  the  same  words  that  mean  to  pour,  to  sprinkle,  mean  also,  in  many 
cases,  to  moisten,  to  wet,  others  to  sprinkle,  then  stain,  color,  others  to 
pour,  then  to  anoint,  wash,  cleanse — the  vast  mi^oi^ty  of  them  coming 
also  to  mean  dip,  whelm,  immerse,  submerge.'' 

This  is  simply  impossible,  irrational  and  absurd.     There  is 

not  a  verb  in  any  language  that  a  son  of  Adam  ever  spoke, 

that  meant  or  means  all  these  radically  different  significations. 

I  fully  met  this  position  at  the  commencement  of  this  address, 

but  he  now  says  nothing  is  more  common  in  Greek  usage 

than  for  the  verbs  to  pour,  to  sprinkle,  to  take  indivisible 

nouns,  as  direct  objects. 

"In  Oreek  nothing  is  more  oommon  than  to  say  sprinkle  a  man— any 
one — roinem  Una — rainein  anihropon — rainein  «eat«^of»-*6prink1e  oneself,  etc'' 

If  Elder  Ditzler  will  consult  the  best  Greek  lexicons  of  classic 
writers,  he  will  find  that  they  tell  him  that  raino  and  theo  cheo 
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are  u&ed  ^^  strictly  with  liquids  or  of  divisWle  objects  and  if  used 
^vith  solids,  water,  blood,  dust,  as  a  direct  object  etc.,  etc.,  01 
is  understood  if  not  expressed.  We  can  say  sprinkle  a  man 
with  water,  but  it  is  a  figure,  for  the  water  and  not  the  man  is 
sprinkled.  Paul  said  that  Moses  sprinkled  the  book,  and  the 
people,  tabernacle  and  vessels,  etc.,  but  it  was  by  the  figure 
called  metonymy  wlien  rhetorically  one  thing  is  put  for 
another;  the  people  for  the  blood  that  was  sprinkled  upon 
them.  So  by  this  figure  Jerusalem  and  all  Judea  went  out  to 
John's  baptism,  the  city  and  the  land  put  for  the  people. 

80  David  said,  "  sprinkle  me  with  hyssop,**  and  this  is  by 
the  same  figure — the  thing  that  contains  for  that  which  is  con- 
tained-the  hyssop,  for  the  blood  and  water  of  purification  it 
contained,  which  was  the  real  object  sprinkled — not  David, 
nor  the  hyssop  branch. 

.Why  will  not  Elder  Ditzler  explain  this  language  as  figura- 
tive and  not  mislead  the  people. 

I  But  in  enacting  law,  all  figures  must  be  eschewed,  and  all 
jterms  used  in  their  primary,  or  most  literal  and  usual  signi- 
'fications. 

As  this  is  as  important  a  matter  as  can  be  raised  under  the 
question,  let  us  examine  every  case  in  the  word  of  God  where 
sprinkle  is  used,  and  see  if  it  is  used  of  indivisible  objects  with 
or  without  a  preposition  as  a  rule. 

1.  The  first  case  is  Exodus  ix,  8,  ^^  let  Moses  sprinkle  cLshes" 
no  preposition  before  ashes  in  Hebrew  or  Greek  text,  nor  in 
Syriac  or  Latin  versions — ashes  can  be  scattered. 

2.  Lev.,  xiv,  7,  sprinkle  on  him  to  be  cleansed — here  we  find 
oZ,  on,  in  Hebrew  and  Syraic,  peri  in  Greek,  huper  in  Latin. 

3.  Lev.,  xiv,  51,  "  He  shall  sprinkle  the  house  seven  times,*' 
here  our  version  uses  a  figure,  but  the  Hebrew  and  Syriac  have 
their  prepositions,  oZ  orif  also  Greek  and  Latin  versions. 

4.  Lev.,  xvi,  14.  ''  He  shall  sprinkle  on  the  mercy  seat,''  aU 
in  Hebrew  and  Syriac,  etc. 

6.  Lev.,  xvi,  15,  5.    The  same. 

6.  Num.,  viii,  7,  '^  Sprinkle  the  water,**  alj  i^iofi  them.  < 
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10.  Num.,  xix,  18.  "And  the  clean  person  shall  sprinkle  al 
upon  the  unclean." 

11.  The  eleventh  is  found  in  the  20th,  verse  of  the  same 
chapter— ^' the  water  of  separation  hath  not  been  sprinkled,  al 
upon  him." 

12.  The  twelfth  in  course  is  in  Isaiah  lii,  15,  "so  shall  he — 
ycLZzah — King  James'  translation  renders  it  sprinkle,  but  the 
correct  rendering  is  doubtless  to  be  found  in  the  Greek  ver- 
sion made  by  seventy  learned  Jews,  who  translate  it,  ^Hhau- 
madzo" — astonish^  met.  as  if  sprinkle  is  the  verb — water  of 
purification  is  the  element  understood. 

13.  The  next  is  found  in  Ezekiel,  xxxvi,  25,  "  I  will  sprinkle 
clean  water  al  upon  you." 

Where  is  my  learned  friend's  "  double  accusative,"  in  all 
these  instances? 

Now  if  he  will  open  his  Syriac  version  of  the  Old  Testament, 
he  will  likewise  find  af,  on,  upon,  in  connection  with  tho  verb 
to  sprinkle  in  all  these  instances !  If  he  will  deign  to  refer  to  the 
Greek  of  the  septuagint,  he  will  find  jperi,  upon,  and  the  Latin 
version  has  huper,  and  the  English  version  has  on  or  upon  in  every 
one  of  these  instances.  The  only  exception  to  the  above,  is  in 
Heb.,  ix,  19 — when  in  Greek  it  is  elliptically  expressed,  but 
my  friend's  "  grand  old  Syriac"  which  he  declares  equal  or 
superior  to  the  Greek  text,  in  this  instance  has  al  upon — 
besprinkled  or  "sprinkled  upon,"  etc. 

Touching  upon  the  verb  to  pour^  he  cannot  find  an  instance 
in  the  word  of  God  where  persons  or  living  beings  were  com- 
manded to  be  poured,  nor  where  they  were  commanded  to 
be  sprinkled,  but  always  the  liquid,  ashes  or  sand,  to  be  sprinkled 
or  poured  upon  them.  To  ridicule  is  the  easiest  way  to 
dispose  of  an  argument — will  he  charge  the  Holy  Spirit  with 
folly  ^— {Time  out). 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  FIFTEENTH  REPLY. 

Gentlemen  Moderators  : — An  extraordinary  speech  it  is  to 
which  you  have  just  listened.  He  has  more  than  once  invited 
sharp  criticism,  and  he  will  only  regret  his  last  effort  once,  that 
will  be  while  he  lives.  He  has  drawn  the  fire,  he  must  endure 
the  flame.  For  a  man  to  come  here  with  nothing  scarcely 
but  compilations  and  compendiums,  blundering  through 
Glossaries  for  lexicons,  relying  on  good,  bad  and  indifiereut, 
misunderstanding  them,  mangling  every  lexicon  he  attempted 
to  translate,  disregarding  punctuation,  and  dealing  in  the  most 
reckless  assertions  we  ever  heard  from  a  religious  man.  To 
attack  our  quotations  is  cool  indeed.  I  did  not  expect  to  see 
him  wince,  squirm  and  writhe  so  fearfully  under  the  little 
touch-tip  I  gave  him  about  reading  his  lexicons  from  second- 
hand authorities,  and  making  great  lexicographers  blunder 
also  by  making  baptidzo  mean  to  dye.  So  he  avenges  himself 
by  daring  and  furious  assaults.  He  runs  after  the  wrong  man. 
Dr.  Graves  did  say  Gazes  wrote  on  modern  Greek.  He  did  not 
say  a  word  about  commentary^  or  that  they  were  ^^commen- 
tators rather  than  lexicographers" — Gazes  and  Kouma, 
though  he  now  puts  it  in  the  record  thus.  And  I  will  now 
convict  him  oi  self 'Stultification  by  his  last  speech — an  error  he 
would  have  escaped  had  he  heeded  our  Louisville  Debate  or 
Conant's  letter. 

In  his  thirteeeth  speech  Dr.  Graves  quotes  Suidas,  the 
native  Greek  of  the  tenth  century,  thus,  as  defining  baptidzo^ 
"to  immerse,  to  immerge,  to  dip,  to  dip  in."  Now  read  his 
fifteenth  speech,  and  he  quotes  Conant,  their  great  Baptist  of 
New  York  who  tells  him  truly,  "  Suidas  has  only  baptidzo. 
He  gives  no  definition  of  the  word!!!"  Now  where  did 
these  inimersionists  get  all  their  immerse,  dip,  dip  into,  from? 
They  made  it.  Suidas  defines  bapto  by  only  one  word — pluM^ 
to  wash,  and  it  was  out  of  that  they  carried  all  of  these  defini- 
tions,  <»r  rather  out  of  their  own  bmins.  Some  of  our  writers 
have  copied  the  same  out  of  their  writers. 
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Dr.  Graves  quotes  Scapula  as  defining  baptidzo — item  tingo — 
which  he  renders  "immerse."  He  can't  find  a  lexicon  on 
earth  that  defines  baptidzo  by  tingo.  They  often  define  baptohy 
it,  for  both  often  mean  to  stain,  color,  dye;  whereas  baptidzo 
never  does,  and  tingo  is  too  ambiguous  therefore  to  be  used  in 
defining  baptidzo.  Next  he  renders  it  "  immerse."  He  can*t 
find  a  lexicon  on  this  continent  or  imported  that  gives  im- 
merse as  a  first,  second  or  third  meaning  of  tingo,  and  not  over 
one  in  five  that  renders  it  dip,  either.  A  number  gives 
sprinkle  or  or  besprinkle,  while  all  the  most  critical  give  it 
as  the  equivalent  of  ^^hugraino" — sprinkle  with  water. 

He  quotes  Troraonius  for  a  lexicographer.  I  have  the  work 
he  cites,  and  the  little  glossary  is  not  by  him,  and  is  written 
solely  to  define  the  Hexapla  of  Origen,  a  work  that  has  baptidzo 
only  about  twice  in  it,  and  used  not  in  a  religious  sense,  once 
for  sink,  once  for  "  overwhelm  " — so  Conant  and  Baptists  gen- 
erally render  it  there. 

He  quotes  Leigh  as  saying  "  the  native  and  proper  significa- 
tion of  it  {baptidzo)  is  to  dip  into  water." — Speech  13th.  He 
says  not  a  word  of  it.  He  is  in  my  hand  here.  That  is  a 
quotation  he  copies  from  an  immersionist.  Leigh  says  just 
the  reverse. 

In  his  fifteenth  speech  Dr.  Graves  cites  Leigh  under  bap- 
tismoSy  hoping  to  thrive  better.  But  alas !  it  is  the  same  thing. 
Leigh  is  there  quoting  Zipperus,  an  immersionist.  Leigh  then 
cites  to  oflBet  him,  Danseus,  that  it  occurs  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment for  washing,  purification,  and  Becann,  that  it  is  from 
haptein,  "to  moisten,"  to  wet  (modefacere),  to  wash,  lavare. 

Leigh's  definition  is — ^"Primarily,  it  may  signify  by  washing 
of  any  kind  or  immersion,  which  may  be  in  water  vessels  in 
which  we  immerse  linen.  Yet  largely  and  more  extendedly  also 
it  is  taken  for  any  kind  of  washing  whatever,  purification  or 
cleansing,  even  of  that  in  which  there  is  no  kind  of  immer- 
sion."— Matt,  iii,  11.*     That  is  Leigh.     Hence  he  endorses  as 

*  Leigh's  Critica  Sacra^  1706. 

Primario  siguificet  istiusmodi  lotioncm  seu  immersionem,  quee  in  vasis 
aquariis  sit,  quibus  lintea  immergimus;  tamen  largius  et  latius  etiam 
sumitur  pro  quocunque  genere  ablutionis,  prolutiotii»  seu  inundationis, 
etiam  illius,  cui  nulla  immersionis  species  adeat.  Matt  iii  11;  xx,  22; 
Mar.  c.  vii,  4;  x,  38  Luo.  ill,  16,  eto. 
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a   true   meaning  *•'' adspergere^^^    sprinkle  where  it  is  baptism, 
and  no  land  of  immersion  present. 

But  this  will  do  as  a  sample  of  how  Dr.  Graves  and  his  co- 
laborers  quote  authorities,  till  we  look  into  his  charges  against 
us,  then  we  will  see  more  of  the  same  kind  of  quotation  and 
translation. 

Dr.  Graves  now  takes  up  Schleusner,  nol  as  I  read  him  in  this 
debate  nor  as  I  read  him  at  Louisville,  but  as  reported  in  that 
debate,  and  charges  that  '*  intentionally  or  through  ignorance," 
'*  by  suppressing  an  important  sentence,  made  Schleusner  say 
what  he  does  not  Ray."  Go  slow.  Doctor.  I  know  defeat  is 
hard  to  bear  and  hurts  dreadfully. 

Let  us  place  my  Louisville  quotation  and  the  whole  text  of 
Schleusner  up  to  that  point,  side  by  side,  give  a  perfectly 
literal  rendering  of  him,  and  see  if  it  changes  his  meaning  in 
the  least. 


SCHLEUSNER    IN    FULL   SO    FAB   AS 
THAT  FART  GOES. 

Baptidzo  properly :   to  immerse  or 
dip,  to  plunge  into  water,  fromhapto^ 


schleusner  as  in  LOUISVILLE  DE- 
BATE. 

"  Properly,  to  immerse  or  dip,  to 
plunge  into  water,  fh>m  bapio,  .  . 


answers  to  [•  «.,  translates]  the  But  in  this  sense  it  never  oocure  in 
Hebrew  tnhhal  II  Kings  v,  14,  in  the  the  New  Testament,  but  it  does  oe- 
Alexandrian  Version  and  to  /oftAalcur  very  frequently  in  the  Greek 
in  the  version  of  Symmachus,  Psalms  [classic]  writers,  for  example,  in 
Ixviii,  5,  AND  (et)  in  one  uncertain  |  biodorus  Siculus,  of  the  overnow- 
[as  to  itM  translation?]  Psahns  ix,  6.  ing  of  the  Nile,"  etc. 
But  in  this  sense  it  never  ocmrs  in  the 
New  Testament,  but  very  frequently 
[it  so  occurs]  in  the  Greek  writers ; 
see  for  example,  Diodorus,  Siculus, 
of  the  overflowing  of  the  Nile. 

Now,  because  not  unfrequently  anything  is  aceustomed  to  be 
immersed  or  dipped  into  water  that  it  may  be  cleansed,  hence, 
2,  it  means  to  cleanse,  to  wash,  to  purify  with  water.  Thus 
it  occurs  in  the  New  Testament,  Mark  vii,  4.  And  coming 
from  the  market  except  they  baptize  themselves  (in  certain 
copies  it  reads  sprinkle  themselves),  etc.  .  .  .  metaphorically, 
as  the  Latin,  to  imbue,  to  administer  and  give  to  largely  and 
copiously,  to  pour  forth  abundantly."  * 


♦  Schleusner,  Novum  Lex.  New  Test.  Glasguae,  18S4  3  vols. 
1.  proprie:  immergo  ac  intingo,  in  aquam  merge,  a  baptoo  et  reepondK 
Hebraleo  abal  2  Reg.  v,  14,  in  Vers.  Alex,  et  tabha^  apud  Symmadium 
I'salm  ixvili,  &  et  apud  meer^ton,  Pis.  ix,  G.    In  hac  autem  signlficatione 
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What  Schleusuer,  Wahl,  etc.,  mean  by  give  to,  administer 
to  or  imbue  largely,  is  told  by  Wahl  under  ekcheo^  to  pour  out, 
^^effundoy'  i.  e.,  do  give  largely  {largiter  do,  largitcr  imbruo,  etc.,) 
to  imbue  largely.  That  is,  it  is  to  (ekcheo)  pour  out  upon 
them  whatever  was  described — the  Spirit — baptize  them. 

1.  We  never  changed  the  meaning  of  Schleusner  in  one  ioto. 
We  never  left  out  a  "sentence,"  but  two  Hebrew  words  and 
the  texts  referred  to— which  not  a  word  was  defined  only 
from — ^"and  answers  to  the  Hebrew  tabhal"  to  "Psalms  1.  and 
16.     Now,  how  does  that  aflTect  the  sense  ? 

2.  Elder  Wilkes  looked  on  it  as  I  did  as  to  that  point,  and 
knew  it  did  not  aflect  the  meaning. 

3.  Dr.  Graves  now  wilfully  suppresses  a  part,  leuf^es  out  an 
important  word,  that  connects  the  words  together — etj  etj^^and 
to  tabha" 

4.  Now  see  how  Dr.  Graves  quotes  Schleusner  on  two  other 
occasions.  Dk.  Graves'  quotation  op  Schleusner,  July  4th, 
1868,  "7%€  Baptist,^^  where  15  lexicons  are  cited. 

^^Baptidzo,  1.  Immerse,  dip,  plunge  in  water.  2.  Wash 
cleanse,  bathe  in  water."  Now,  where  are  the  above  Hebrew 
words,  texts  and  all?  He  leaves  all  out.  But  in  the  same  arti- 
cle he  says;  "Not  one  of  these  Pedobaptist  authors  or  Lexi- 
cographers gives  sprinkle  or  pour  as  a  difinition  of  baptidzo.^' 

Yet  Schleusner  gives  "  pour  forth" — profundo,  Now  let  us 
see  how  Dr.  Graves  quotes  him  in  his  13th  speech,  where  he 
cites  lexicons : 

Schleusner. — ^^BapUdzo.  1.  PropHe:  immergoy  ae  intinffOy  in  aquam  mergo^ 
a  BAPTO,  et  retpondet  Hebraieo  iabdl^  2  Kings,  v.  14.  (Plx>perly  to  immerge 
and  dip  t»,  to  immerse  into  water,  from  hapto ;  and  it  answers  to  the  Hebrew 
teA«/,  2  K.  V.  14)"    *    *    ♦ 

Here  Dr.  Graves  leaves  out  nearly  every  word  I  left  out,  then 

numquam  in  N.  T.  sed  eo  frequentives  in  scriptt.  Gr.  legltur,  v.  c.  Died. 
Sic.  1,  c.  36  de  Nile  exundante,  Strabo,  Polyb.,  etc.  Jam,  quia  baud  rare 
aliquid  immergi  ae  intingo  in  aquam  solet,  ut  lavetur,  hine  2.  uhluo,  lavo 
nquapurgo  notat  Sic  legitur  in  N.  T.  Marc,  vii,  4,  kai  apo  agoras  ean  me 
haptisoontai)  in  quibusdam  codd.  Rhantieountai)  ouk  esthiousi  et  res.  in  fore 
eoemtas,  nisi  pnus  aqua  ablutse  et  purgat«  ftierint,  non  ediint.  Luk.  xi, 
38.  .  ebaptUth^e  .  .  lavasse.  BapOzesthai  non  solum  lavare,  sed  etiam  »« 
/ffMre  gignifleare,  multis  locis  probare  potest.  3.  Hine  transferetur  ad 
bapOsmi  ritum  aolemnen,  etc.  4.  Metaphorice;  ut  Lat  imbuo,  large  et  copiose 
do,  afque  tupp^difo  fargifer  pro/undo. 
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leaves  out  all  the  definition.  Schlcusner  gives  every  word  cf 
whicli  I  quoted  in  the  Louisville  debate.  But  that  is  not  all. 
He  makes  Schleusner  say  baptidzo  is  used  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment sense  as  tabhal  is  in  2  Kings,  v.  14,  where  Haaman  *^bap» 
tized  himself — "dipped  himself"  in  our  version.  Is  baptidzo 
so  used  in  the  New  Testament?  Are  we  to  "dip  ourselves?" 
5.  He  makes  Schleusner  say  baptidzo  is  used  in  classic 
Greek  in  the  sense  of  toAhayhut  never  so  in  the  New  Testament 
Well  then  he  concedes  two  damaging  things. 

1.  That  baptidzo  is  never  used  in  the  New  Testament  in  the 
sense  it  is  "in  Greek  writers." 

2.  That  as  tabha  in  those  texts,  and  always  in  the  Bible, 
means  "to  immerse"  and  has  no  other  meaning,  then  Schleus- 
ner says  baptidzo  never  occurs  in  the  sense  of  immerse  in  the 
Bible.    Then 

8.  He  makes  Schleusner  say  tabha  applies  to  inundations, 
etc. !  Yea,  Dr.  Graves  says  tabha  is  used  in  the  sense  of  "im- 
mersion or  overwhelming J^  Tabha  never  meant  overwhelm  in 
any  book  in  all  the  world*  No  authority  on  earth  ever  so  ren- 
dered it  But  it  "results  in  causing  the  subject  to  perish,"  he 
tells  us.  Has  he  not  adduced  a  number  of  texts  where  baptidzo 
occurs  to  prove  that  the  parties  were  immersed  and  perished  ? 

And  then  does  he  not  in  this  same  15th  speech  try  to  prove  that 
clamc  use  is  the  same  as  New  Testament  use  ?  What  does  he 
mean  ?  Has  he  been  under  Ewing  ?  We  will  test  him  on 
this  matter  soon. 

It  has  been  urged  that  "Aac"  in  the  sentence  " J»  hoc  sig- 
nificatione'^  refers  to  the  latter  tabha^  in  contrast  with  the  former 
tabhaly  as  if  Schleusner  said  in  this  sense— of  iabha — it  never 
occurs  in  the  New  Testament,  but  very  frequently  does  in 
Greek  writers,  etc.  But  Schleusner  is  not  referring  to  the 
Hebrew  words  at  all,  but  to  his  definition,  "immergo  ac  intiu- 
go,"  etc.,  and  the  "Aac"  regards  them  as  a  unity,  one,  all  as  ot 
the  same  force.  Indeed,  in  Latin,  were  not  this  the  case  even, 
as  unquestionably  it  is,  we  often  have  such  Latin  in  patristic 
use  as  this,  sivt  hac  rive  iUa,  eitheir  this  or  that,  the  hate  reie^ 
ring  to  the  first,  and  so  is  against  the  Doctor.  But  Aoc  implies 
unity  of  meaning;  in  tho  modal  sense  of  immerse,  dip,  plunge, 
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it  is  not  nsed  in  the  New  Testament,  bat  in  sense   of  wash, 
cleanse,  Muo.  lavOy  in  any  way  whatever. 

Dr.  Wilkes  never  took  the  schute  Dr.  Graves  has  but  saw 
into  Schleusner's  meaning  far  better.  His  meaning  is  that 
baptidzo  is  not  nsed  modaUy  in  the  New  Testament,  but  as  a 
rite,  symbolic  in  its  nature,  and  embraces  sprinkling,  pouring, 
dipping.  That  is  his  meaning,  and  clearly  so;  for  he  ex- 
pressly 1st  says  **in  this  sense" — that  is,  of  "dip,  immerse, 
plunge,"  "it  NBVBR  occurs  in  the  New  Testament."  Because 
it  came,  as  he  held  to  mean  "to  wash,  cleanse,"  he  says,  ''Thus 
it  occurs  in  the  New  Testament,"  and  cites  Mark  vii.  4  as  a 
case,  and  that  "in  certain  copies  it  is  spriwA-fe."  That  shows 
what  he  held. 

2.  He  gives  ^^pourforth^^  as  a  New  Testament  use.  Dr.  Graves 
discovers  that  baptisma  is  more  important  than  haptidzo.  In- 
deed !  It  does  not  occur  but  once  in  the  New  Testament  for 
Christian  baptism.  Yet  is  more  important  than  the  word  used 
by  Christ  in  the  commission  ! !  See  this  shows  the  headless 
onset  of  a  heated  controversialist. 

He  says  I  suppose  Schleusner's  immersion  under  baptisma. 
Did  I  quote  or  profess  to  quote  him  on  baptisma  f  Dr.  Wilkes 
and  I  contended  over  Bible  use,  and  I,  as  in  this  debate,  urged 
that  it  is  used  in  the  New  Testament  in  the  sense  of  baptism 
a  word  of  ordinance,  and  quoted  Schleusner  on  that,  and  he 
never  adduces  it  as  a  case  of  suppression,  when  I  had  freely 
agreed  that  immerse  was  one  of  its  meanings.  But  Dr.  Graves 
says  I  suppressed  his  meaning.  He  ought  to  know  it  is  not  so. 
But  lot  us  see  Dr.  Graves'  capacity  a  little  further.  In  his  pa- 
per, July  4th,  1868,  he  quotes  Suicer — ^''immerse,  wash" — Sui- 
cer  has  baptize — ^"by  immersion  or  sprinkling." 

Dr..  Graves  quotes  Passow — ^''immerse  often,  submerge; 
hence,  1.  To  moisten,  to  wet  2.  Draw  water.  8.  Baptize, 
wash."  After  all  these,  he  says,  ^^not  one  of  the  Pedobaptist 
authors  and  Lexicographers  gives  sprinkle  or  pour  as  a  defini- 
tion of  baptidzo  I !"  Yet  Passow  gives  "sprinkle,"  ^^generally  to 
sprinkle  upon,  to  pour  upon."  Now,  he  renders  exactly  the 
same  German  words  of  the  above,  "immerse  after,  submerse" 
by  "to  dip  in,  or  under,  often   and  repeatedly."     And   that  is 


368 


The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 


his  primary  meaning  of  baptidzo^  and  classic  and  New  Testa- 
ment  meanings  are  the   same!!    He  can   change   his  own 
translations !    He  is  like  Liddell  and  Scott — change  every  year. 
On  Stokius,  Dr.  Graves : 

1.  Hesuppressesseveral  very  important  sentences:    (1.)  To 
destroy  his  meaning.    (2.)  To  weaken  the  use  we  make  of  him. 

Stokius  as  HE  IB. 


Stokius  is  quoted  by  Dr.  Graves, 
Fifteenth  speech. 

**Generally,  and  by  force  of  the  word, 
it  obtains  the  notion  of  a  dipping  ana 
immerHion.  2.  SpeciaUy,  a.  JProper- 
ly,  it  is  to  immerse  and  to  dip  nito 
water,  b.  Tropically.  1.  It  is,  by 
nietonymy,towash,tocleanse,because 
anything  is  accustomed  to  be  dipped 
and  immersed  in  water  that  it  may 
be  washed  or  cleansed;  although 
washing  or  cleasing  may,  and  is  ac- 
customed to  be  done  by  sprinkling 
water  also.    (Mark  vii.  4 ;  Liuke  xi. 


"1.  Generally,  and  by  the  foroe  of 
the  word,  it  obtains  the  sense  of  im- 
mersing or  dipping.  Specially  (a) 
properly  it  is  to  dip  or  unmerse  in 
water.  3.  (b)  Tropically  by  a  metal- 
epsis  it  is  to  wash,  to  cleanse,  because 
a  thing  is  usuallvdipped  or  immersed 
in  water  that  it  may  be  washed  or 
cleansed,  although  also  by  sprink- 
ling the  water  the  washing  or  cleans- 
ing can  be,  and  generally  is,  ae- 
complUhed^  Mark  vii.  4 ;  Luke  ix.  38. 
Hence,  it  is  trasferred  to  the  sacra- 
ment of  baptism.  3.  Metaphorical- 
ly, (a)  it  designates  the  pouring  out 
of  the  Holy  Spirit  upon  the  apostles 
and  other  believers  on  account  of 
the  abu  n  dance  of  the  ffifts  of  the  Ho- 
ly Spirit  since  anciently  the  water  tra» 
POURED  copiously  upon  those  baptix- 
ed,or  they  were  sunk  deep  in  the  wa- 
ter," etc.  baptimo9y  lotio,  ablutio, 
baptismus — baptismos  (noun),  WBshr 
ing,  cleansing,  baptism.'* 

Xow,  Stokius  explains  himself.  He  leaves  no  obscurity.  By 
a  nietalepsis  it  came  to  mean  to  wash.  So  Witsius  and  Stuart 
and  Beza  argued  exactly,  as  we  quoted.  Yet  the  two  first 
held  that  3000  on  Pentecost,  the  5000,  LydiajCtc,  were  all  bap- 
tized by  sprinkling.  Was  it  metaphorical  ?  Has  Dr.  Graves 
to  be  told  that  they  all  held  that  metaphorical  meanings  be- 
came THE  STANDARD  meanings?  Did  not  Beza  say  the  water 
was  "poured  by  John"  in  baptizing?  Was  that  metaphorical? 
Yet  he  reasoned  as  Stuart  does,  and  Schleusner :  Hence, 
Stokius  says,  "the  washing  or  cleansing  could  be«  and  gener- 
ally was  accomplished  by  sprinkling  the  water,  Mark  v\i.  4; 
Luke  xi.  38.  Hence,  transferred  to  the  sacrament  of  baptism." 
Now,  when  he  tells  us  it  was  by  sprinkling,  and  hence  (kbu) 
transferred  to  the  sacrament  of  baptism,"  and  follows  it  up  as 
he  does,  not  once  giving  dip  or  immerse  as  a  Bible  use,  my 
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words  stand  approved.  Dr.  Graves  tells  us  Schleusner  gives  it 
as  "Aw  optmcwi"  as  above.  What  is  any  man's  definition  but 
his  view  or  opinion  ?  He  says  not  a  word  about  opinion.  But 
his  definitions  were  all  his  opinions  just  as  all  other  men's  def- 
initions are  their  opinions.  Such  worming  about  is  unworthy 
of  the  name  of  decent  puerility  or  clever  nonsense. 

Dr.  Graves  seeks  then  to  destroy  Schleusner's  testimony 
by  making  him  contradict  himself.  But  the  comment  Dr. 
Graves  makes  is  on  a  word  never  found  in  any  Greek  work  be- 
fore the  New  Testament  was  written,  and  hence  the  difference 
— the  very  marked  difference  he  makes  in  defining  the  two  and 
their  use.  Under  the  word  Dr.  Graves  cites,  his  words  are — 
^'baptism,  which  they  eail  [the  sacrament]  of  initiation  in  which 
those  baptized  were  anciently  immersed  in  water,  as  now-a- 
days  the  water  is  merely  sprinkled  on  them."    Notice  now — 

1.  No  scripture — no  text  is  cited.  It  is  not  Bible  usage  he 
speaks  of,  but  later.     Hence, 

2.  It  is  patristic  use,  the  usage  of  the  fathers  Stokius  is  here 
discussing.  Hence,  he  introduces  it  by  saying  ^Hhey  call  it 
[the  sacrament]  of  initiation'' — who  thus  immersed.  But  lohere 
in  the  New  Testament,  is  baptism  called  Hnitiation^''  "first  sac- 
rament"j>n/nMw  sojcranventum''  ?  It  is  true  that  during  the  dark 
ages  when  they  {vocant)  call  it  these  things,  they  did  immerse 
mainly.     - 

Dr.  Graves  quotes  Wahl  thus: 

^'')Baptid20j  f.  iso.  {abaptOy  mergo ;  saBpius  mergo,  in  New  Test):  1.  im- 
mergo  (unlveree—  Jos.  Ant  ix,  10,  2;  xv,  8,  3.  Polyb.  i,  51,  6)  a  (proprie 
et  quidem  de  immersione  sacra.)  (From  bapto^  to  immerse;  often  to  immerse 
in  the  New  Testament),  First,  to  immerse^  (always  in  Joe.  Ant,  9,  10^  t;  and 
15 y   3  S,      Folyb    t,   5/,  6),      (a)  properly  and  truly  concerning  sacred  immer- 

MGfl." 

1.  If  you  will  notice  the  Latin  in  parenthesis,  and  his  render- 
ing, you  will  have  proof  that  Dr.  Graves  does  not  so  punctuate 
it  as  to  correctly  interpret  Wahl. 

2.  Wahl  changed  his  definition  during  that  same  year,  and 
in  one  edition  I  have,  it  is :  1,  "  to  wash,  besprinkle — law — 
and  2,  immerse." 

In  a  third  edition,  1831,  he  changes  again,  and  has  immerse, 

overwhelm,  imbue — and   by  imbue  he  shows  under  ekcheoy 
24 
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"pour  out"  means  it  is  by  pouring,  to  sprinkle  {jpnftmd/S) 
nipto,  wash  the  hands,  lavOy  wash,  besprinkle.  Lavo  wherever 
modal,  is  sprinkle,  besprinkle,  and  every  Latin  lexicon  I  ever 
saw  gives  besprinkle  as  a  meaning. 

Dr.  Graves  leaves  out  the  definition  of  Swarrius,  in  his 
Ingham,  *'to  sprinkle,  to  besprinkle,  to  pour  upon,"  who 
gives  them  as  literal  meanings,  as  well  as  Passow,  Roet  &  Palm. 
He  told  us  he  would  mainly  give  the  first  recorded  definitions, 
it  is  true;  but  when  his  own  Ingham  and  Booth  both  tell  him 
this  great  and  voluminous  lexicon — a  great  German  standard, 
gives  these,  and  it  is  translated  by  immersionists  as  above, 
how  dare  he  sav  I  gave  no  lexicon  with  sprinkle,  etc,  as 
/itera/ meanings?" 

Can  you  fail  to  see  the  partisan  "controversialist"  in  all  this? 
Stephanus  is  not  a  German  lexicographer,  as  he  said.  He 
was  bom  in  Paris,  descended  of  a  Provencal  family,  was  bom 
about  1502.  Here  then  we  have  five  great  German  lexicogra- 
phers on  classic  Greek — Swarzius,  Schneider,  Passow,  Palm, 
Rost — all  giving  "sprinkle,"  "pour  upon,"  as  2titera2 meanings, 
the  three  last  telling  us  that  is  the  general  meaning. 

Wahl,  New  Testament  lexicon,  gives  sprinkle  as  a  literal 
meaning.  But  why  multiply  such  testimonies?  They  appeal 
from  the  Uocicons^  we  followed,  now  they  fly  back  to  them,  de- 
serting the  "  ultimate  authorities,"  just  as  they  desert  versions 
now  and  fly  back  to  James,  whom  twenty-five  to  thirty  years 
ago  they  traduced  and  anathematized.  Now  its  greatest 
blunders  are  their  delight. 

Dr.  Graves  says  Sophocles  is  a  "  lexicon  of  standard  author- 
ity by  Americans  and  Germans."  I  squarely  deny  it  and  chal- 
lenge him  to  the  proof  He  can't  find  one  single  commentator, 
critic  or  scholar  in  Germany  who  ever  quoted  him.  Nor 
have  I  ever  seen  him  quoted  in  America,  save  by  the 
"  disciples,"  and  I  quoted  him  only  because  they  did.  Dr. 
Graves  misquotes  him  also.  Sophocles  defines  haptidzo  by 
bathe,  ablution,  and  cites  a  Greek  text  where  it  is  used  for 
"  baptize  with  tears."  Where  is  the  "  dip "  or  "  immerse  ^ 
here? 
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Dr.  Graves  dares  to  say  that  he  endorses  the  statements  his 
partisans  heaped  on  my  sermons  while  in  Texas !  I  tell  him 
I  do  not  endorse  all  the  statements  of  our  papers  about 
Am. 

He  LOW  urges  that  td  deny  that  New  Testament  Greek  is 
unlike  classic  Greek  "is  a  last  argument."  Of  course  it  is  in 
the  use  of  baptidzo  that  this  is  brought  up.  Then  he  puts  to 
shame  all  candor  by  asserting  that  his  "  opponent  and  a  fexo 
other  controversialists  "  claim  this ! !    He  knows  there  is  not 

A  SCHOLAR  IN  EUROPE   OR   AMERICA    BUT    THAT   80    HOLDS.       He 

knows  that  Home,  Fairbairn,  Geo.  Campbell,  his  main  ally, 
Stuart,  Wiuer,  Ernesti,  Walton,  S.  Davidson,  Ed.  Robinson — 
all  so  hold. 

He  knows  that  any  scholar  would  stultify  himself  to  deny  it 

Geo.  Campbell  tells  us  the  difference  between  New  Testa- 
ment Greek  and  classic  Greek  is  so  great  that  those  who  used 
the  latter  would  not  know  what  was  meant  by  some  of  the 
words  in  Greek  in  the  New  Testament 

So  far  as  Greek  is  concerned,  classic  Greek  suits  ray  pur- 
poses far  better  than  any  other,  as  has  been  seen.  But  I  will 
present  some  of  the  facts,  not  one  of  which  he  can  deny,  that 
you  may  see  the  extreme  folly  of  his  boasting  on  that  subject, 
and  know  the  whole  truth. 

1.  In  classic  (heathen)  Greek,  baptidzo  is  never  applied  to 
any  religious  or  heathen  ordinances. 

2.  Nowhere  is  it,  or  are  names  derived  from  it,  applied  to 
religious  washings,  purifications,  or  "  initiations,"  etc. 

8.  Nowhere  does  the  verb  baptidzo  or  any  name  derived 
from  the  verb  apply  to  any  kind  of  washing. 

4.  In  the  Bible  and  Apochrypha  its  names  are  always  ap- 
plied to  religious  washings. 

5.  In  classii^  Greek  baptidzo  always  leaves  the  object  of  its 
action  under  the  element  to  the  extent  it  puts  it  there,  only, 
expresses  the  extent  to  which  it  penetrates. 

6.  In  the  new  Testament  it  never  has  such  force  or  use. 

7.  In  classic  Greek  it  often  means  to  make  drunk,  intoxi- 
cate, drown,  overwhelm,  submerge,  leaving  its  object  in  that 


372  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

condition;  burden  or  overwhelm  with  debts,  questions,  misfor- 
tunes. All  adnoit  this.  Conant,Campbell  and  all  other  writers 
of  note  give  many  such  instances. 

8.  In  the  New  Testament  it  never  has  such  meaning. 

9.  As  a  religious  word  immerse  cannot  represent  bapiidzo. 
The  English  of  immerse  we  have  seen  is  to  ^t>iii:  m.  This  is 
admitted.  How  can  sink  or  sink  in  represent  baptism.  An 
object  may  sink  in  mud,  in  filth,  in  any  penetrable  element — 
is  it  baptized  ? 

10.  As  a  classic  word  dip  or  baptize  cannot  represent  baptidzo^ 
for  the  latter  means  most  generally  in  classic  Greek  to  asperse, 
abuse,  whelm,  overwhelm,  intoxicate,  soak,  make  drank,  over- 
whelm with  debts,  taxes,  questions,  drown.  Dip  does  not 
represent  any  of  these. 

11.  While  an  object  is  immersed  it  is  not  baptized.  It  re- 
quires emersion^  rising  out  of  the  element  to  make  it  baptism. 
Immersion  is  only  half  of  the  action  of  the  ordinance.  Half  of 
a  thing  cannot  be  equivalent  to  the  whole  of  it,  hence  immer- 
sion is  not  baptism. 

That  you  may  see  the  point  between  dip  and  baptism — ^im- 
merse and  baptism,  let  us  illustrate.  Were  you  to  envelop  a 
man  in  India  rubber  clothes,  so  that  no  water  could  penetrate, 
and  dip  him  clear  under,  would  he  be  baptized  in  the  New 
Testament  sense  ?  No.  Were  you  to  sink  him  twenty  feet 
deep,  have  it  so  he  could  breathe  and  remain  an  hour,  he  is 
immersed,  most  assuredly.  Not  a  drop  of  water  though 
touches  him.  Is  he  baptized?  No !  The  one  was  dipped,  the 
other  immersed — neither  was  baptized.  There  was  your  pre- 
tended burial,  but  no  baptism.  Why  ?  "I  baptize  yon  with 
WATER."  He  uses  immersed  in  water,  not  baptized  with  it. 
This  should  show  every  one  that  mode  is  not  the  essential,  and 
that  dip,  immerse  as  such,  is  not  baptism. 

He  says  he  is  in  company  with  Webster,  and  Oeo.  Camp- 
bell, etc.,  in  his  wild  and  puerile  theory  that  to  sprinkle 
necessarily  implies  to  scatter  in  drops.  He  never  saw  mob  a 
canon  in  any  writer  of  standing  among  scholars,  and  he  never 
will.  If  our  exposure  is  unsound  why  does  be  not  meet  it? 
Take  one  more  example. 
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All  his  staudard  Latin  lexicons  will  tell  him  that  tlngo  \> 
equivalent  to  the  Greek  hugraino.  This  is  compounded  of 
hudor  water,  and  raino  to  sprinkle.  It  is  used  by  Homer  and 
on  down — takes  the  direct  accusative,  and  nevery  that  I  saw,  an 
intervening  preposition.  It  not  only  means  to  sprinkle  any 
one  with  water,  but  to  wash,  to  bathe,  take  a  bath — always 
the  accusative.  What  can  he  oppose  to  all  these  multiplied 
facts?  ^Nothing  but  a  bold  and  reckless  body  of  assertions. 
And  with  little  grace  does  it  come  from  one  whose  extracts 
are  nearly  all  second-hand;  nearly  all  garbled;  one  who  has 
lived  in  the  fiercest  personal  controversy,  to  sueer  so  often  at 
his  own  profession,  when  it  falls  so  harmlessly  at  our  feet. 
He  quotes  Conant's  shameless  letter  where  he  suppresses  the 
(brecho)  to  shed  forth,  sprinkle,  and  the  {epi  chuno)  pour  upon, 
etc.,  of  Gazes,  and  the  "besprinkle"  of  Kouma! 

Then  he  says,  "mark  one  thing,  he  has  not  yet  produced  a 
standard  lexicon  that  gives  'to  sprinkle,'  or  *to  pour'  as  the  lit- 
eral, current  definition  of  bapto  or  baptidzo ! !  When  a  man  is 
so  full  of  jokes  it  is  difficult  to  understand  him  in  all  his  moods. 
The  great  Schneider  gives  brecho  sprinkle,  shed  forth,  as  the 
general  equivsAeut  oi*  baptidzo.  Kouma  and  Gazes,  native  boni 
profound  Greek  scholars,  the  latter  spent  much  time  in  the 
great  universities  of  Germany.  It  is  the  basis  of  Schneider's 
large  lexicon.  Host  and  Palm  give  "sprinkle,"  "sprinkle  up- 
on, pour  apon,"  and  state  that  to  be  its  general  meaning.  To 
evade  its  force.  Dr.  Graves  perverts  the  German  begiessen. 
Rebbi  Wisa,  an  enthusiastic  immersionist  is  too  candid  u 
scholar  to  risk  his  reputation  in  such  evasions,  and  translates 
it  "sprinkle."  S.  Davidson,  whose  superior  does  not  live, as  a 
critic,  translates  it  sprinkle.  Kost  and  Palm  themsevles  use  it 
for gprinkle.  Thieme's  German — ^English  Worterbuch  (Diction- 
ary) translates  it  "to  water,  to  sprinkle."  But  what  cares  Dr. 
Graves  for  all  that  ?  when  Dr.  Graves  says  :  "The  reporter's 
notes  show  that  when  you  brought  forward  Passow,  you 
did  not  ^ve  the  primary  meaning  until  I  called  upon  you  to  do 
it,"  we  tell  him,  he  is  fearfully  misled  by  anger  and  passion. 
The  reporter  has  no  notes,  unless  this  much — ^'^Reads ;"  for 
I  read  my  speech,  as  you  know,  till  I  came  to  my  last  three 
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lexicons — omitting  them  till  all  the  rest  were  addaced,  then, 
knowing  the  writings  of  our  opponents  under  Stokias,  Schlens- 
uer  and  Passow^I  opened  and  read  them  all  in /uU,  and  repeaUd 
them,  giving  every  meaning;  and  my  opening  speech 
will  show  that  on  Pa^sow  I  gave  "immerse  and  submerse,'' 
and  I  remember  very  distictly  that  Dr.  Qraves  was  seated  by  Dr. 
Varden  and  as  I  read  "immerse,  submerse"  he  nodded  bis  head, 
and  in  an  undertone  said,  "that's  right."  He  never  asked  me 
to  read  a  word  of  it  In  a  later  speech,  when  quoting  Pa880w,he 
called  for  it.  He  forgets.  What  misleads  Dr.  Graves  is,  he 
saw  the  speech  as  published  in  the  Carrollton  Democrat,  and  I 
had  all  authors  briefly  quoted  in  the  point  at  issue — does  it 
imply  affusion?  And  I  had  not  time  to  copy  those  lengthy  ex- 
tracts into  it  during  debate,  and  there  is  the  snare  that  has  caught 
the  Doctor's  feet.  Passow  also  gives  "sprinkle,"  "^encrafly,  to 
sprinkle  upon,  to  pour  upon."  Our  first  speech  has  the  whole 
save  his  quotation  of  Rost  and  Palm,  and  they  are  the  same  as 
Passow. 

Schleusner  quotes  that  "in  certain  manuscripts  it  is  roTi/ieoaftn" 
sprinkle,  instead  of  baptizontai.  Dr.  Graves  says  "they  are  few 
— two  perhaps."  He  adds:  "not  the  oldest ^  Now  look  at 
the  facts.  There  are  nine  such,  embracing  the  two  oldest  in 
the  world — Sinaiticus  and  Vatican  I     Cannot  everv  one  see 

• 

that  the  Doctor  is  simply  desperate  and  in  the  bag  all  over. 
But  to  correct.  Hence  it  is  "man v"  as  in  "certain"  MSS.  He 
says  many  authorities  when  considerably  below  nine.  It  is 
sprinkle  in  Euthimius  also,  a  Greek  of  the  4th  century.  Yet 
on  such  a  blunder  as  his  here  he  bases  an  attack  on  my  decla- 
ration or  rendering  of  one  word  of  no  value  to  the  point,  when 
there  were  many,  and  embracing  all  the  oldest  and  best  cc^iee 
of  the  Bible  in  the  known  world. 

But  let  us  sum  up  a  little.  We  have  att  the  lexicons — ^25 
Hebrew,  82  of  the  greatest  Greek  lexicons,  5  Arabic  lexicons, 
the  equivalent  of  23  Syriac  lexicons,  2  natives  when  it  was  a 
spoken  language ;  besides  ^thiopic,  ChaMee,  Persic  and  Lat- 
in— making  quite  a  hundred  of  the  greatest  standards  of  aU 
ages — all  with  me  and  against  my  opponent. 

Then  A.  Campbeirs  rendering  showed  bapHdzo  never  meaiia 
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to  dip.  Conaut's  renderings  show  that  he  out  of  68  consecu- 
tive occurrences  did  not  find  it  meaning  dip  in  a  single  instance 
in  the  63  cases,  and  immerse  only  10  times,  while  it  was 
"whelm"  and  overwhelm  58  times.  Ingham  found  it  meaning 
to  dip  only  once  in  169  cases,  in  his  estimation.  In  a  word — 
the  summary  of  seven  or  eight — see  my  first  speech — of  the 
greatest  lights  immersion  has  produced,  finds  baptidzo  mean- 
ing to  dip  only  18  times  out  of  an  average  of  475,  that  is  457 
against  18  for  dip ! !  But,  he  falls  back  on  current  usage — 
tufU8  hquendi.  But  are  all  these  great  scholars,  the  most  re- 
nowned Baptists  they  have  ever  had,  are  they  all  a  body  of 
dolts?  Are  they  a  set  of  ignoramuses?  Was  Gale  a  fool, 
Carson  an  idiot  and  Conant  and  A.  Can^pbell  imbeciles  ?  Who 
dare  challenge  their  mental  vigor?  If  Dr.  Graves  is  correct 
as  to  lexicons,  all  these  men  are  fools.  And  why  did 
Carson  admit — p.  55 — that  he  had  all  the  lexicographers  so 
against  him  on  his  position  ?  It  was  the  same  position  exact- 
ly that  Dr.  Graves  holds.  He  said,  "My  position  is  that  it 
{baptidzo)  always  means  to  dip."  He  then  admits  all  the  com- 
mentators and  lexicons  are  against  him.  Carson  was  frank. 
By  his  own  canon  no  Baptist  is  baptized,  save  those  who  come 
from  us.  Dip  is  no  meaning  of  baptidzo;  immerse  is  a  very 
rare  meaning,  and  to  sink  is  not  a  safe  way  to  be  baptized. 
Immersing  is  sinking^  not  coming  out.  Usus  loquejidi  crushes 
him.  Usus  loquendi  interpreted  by  Conant,  Gale  and  Carson 
— all  Baptist — their  greatest  scholars  is  against  them  as  457 
against  18 ! ! ! 

The  Doctor  returns  once  more  to  Agamemnon,  and  thinks 
an  old  superstition  required  his  immersion  in  that  lake.  Let 
it  be  produced.  There  was  no  such  requirement  If  so,  then 
in  English,  it  would  read,  "  he  shall  sink  himself  in  the  lake." 
That  would  be  equivalent  to  drown  himself  in  the  lake.  If  a 
word  had  been  used  like  our  word  plunge  simply,  it  would 
not  involve  submersion  necessarily  at  all.  What  Dr.  Graves 
means  by  ^'no  book  giving  Origen  for  baptidzo  rendered 
sprinkle,"  we  say,  the  Doctor  being  hard  of  hearing,  gets  bapto 
and  baptidzo  confounded,  that  is  all. 

He  says  Gazes,  and  a  half-dozen  lexicons,  aay  so  and 
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so.  Has  it  come  to  that  now  ?  Come,  Doctor,  that  is  too 
bad.  Yoa  have  been  scolding  mo  these  three  or  four  days 
for  having  these  enormous  books,  these  fearial  folios,  and 
now,  all  at  once,  they  are  like  the  drowning  man  who  hailed 
old  Noah's  ark,  "why,  it's  no  rain  at  all,  only  a  little  shower !" 
Gazes  is  as  large  as  half  a  dozen  of  his  Liddell  and  Scott  he 
80  prizes.  Suicer's  definition  quotes  as  much  on  baptidzo  as 
would  cover  twenty  or  twenty-five  pages  of  Liddell  and  Scott 
I  reckon,  were  one  to  count,  while  Liddell  and  Scott's  defini- 
tions can  be  covered  by  a  square  inch.  The  Doctor  is  wild — 
rubbed  up  sgainst  Ewing  too  much. 

He  next  quotes  Leigh  as  saying,  "it  never  signifies  latare 
(wash)  except  by  consequence."  Mistaken  again.  Leigh  is 
quoting  Beza  there  to  show  his  view,  as  he  does  many  others 
in  his  lexicon.  Leigh's  definition  is,  it  primarily  applies  to 
any  washing,  even  "to  that  where  there  is  no  immersion ;"  that 
it  is  adspergerCj  "to  sprinkle,"  quoting  Vossius.  When  the 
Doctor  tellsyou  I  have  not  given  you  an  authority  for  sprinkling 
he  only  means  that  he  is  tired  of  serious  debate  and  high 
tragedy  and  is  joking  you  awhile  till  he  rallies;  he'll  get  sober 
soon. 

I  never  stated  that  a  version  was  equal  to  the  original.  I 
read  where  others  so  held,  and  where  Gale  considers  the 
Syriac  nearly  as  authoritative  as  the  original.  I  found  Drs. 
Judd  and  Graves  had  said  all  I  wanted,  and  read  from 
and  endorsed  them.  As  to  the  lexicons,  he  has  to  trahslate 
his  lexicons  on  Greek  just  as  we  do  on  Syriac.  If  he  has 
Liddell  and  Scott  in  English,  so  I  have  Catafago  written 
originally  in  English,  defining  baptize  in  Arabic  {amad)^  by 
"to  be  wet  with  rain.'"  So  is  the  Latin  definition  of  the 
Greek  work  of  Castell.  We  have  no  trouble  here.  We 
know  what  words  these  authors  use  for  sprinkle,  poor,  dip,  or 
immerse.  Indeed,  the  words  for  dip,  immersion  are  very  am- 
biguous while  their  adspergOy  perfimdOy  profundOj  affundo^ 
be/pesserty  etc.,  are  perfectly  clear,  definite,  decisive,  unambig* 
uous. 

Poor  Liddell  and  Scott  come  up  again.  Why  does  not  the 
Doctor  meet  the  points  we  make  against  his  &vorite  lexicon  ? 


Mode  of  Baptism.  377 

He  hitches  on  to  the  first  meaning.  Why  does  he  not  take 
this  author's  first  meaning,  ^^dip  repeatedly?"  He  sees 
it  will  not  do.  He  abandons  it  at  once.  Why  not  settle  on 
some  standard  or  rule  of  interpretation  ?  All  is  uncertainty 
with  him.  Liddell  and  Scott  keep  changing,  drop  out,  take 
on,  and  yet  won't  get  right.  Now  Passow  and  these  great  au- 
thorities we  quote,  are  sustained  by  the  facts.  Origen,  Basil,  De- 
mosthenes, Alcibiades,  Pindar,  all  the  earlier  Greeks,  as  well 
as  later  ones,  like  Origen,  use  baptidzo  for  sprinkle  and  pour, 
as  well  as  the  root  of  it,  bapto.  Anthon  shows  that  bapto  is 
applied  to  tinging,  coloring  the  parts  about  the  eyes,  the  face. 
Hence  we  put  Anthon  against  Anthon  squarly,  that  settles 
him,  then  place  Dalzal,  Kuhner,  Andrews,  Groves,  Kouma, 
Gazes,  and  a  host  of  others  who  give  besprinkle,  sprinkle, 
(brecho)  for  bapto^  and  Origen,  and  the  host  we  read  on  bapto 
to-day,  to  keep  company. 

And  now,  on  the  versions,  these  most  perfect  witnesses 
here,  look  at  the  facts.  You  must  remember  that  lexico- 
graphers have  been  and  are  largely  dependent  on  ancient 
versions  for  their  definitions  of  Greek,  Hebrew  and  Syriac 
words.  They  are  their  greatest  source  of  information,  were 
the  main  and  almost  only  source,  till  comparative  philology 
was  studied.  We  have  seen  that  the  old  Itala,  Jerome,  Syriac, 
Ethiopic,  etc.,  render  bapto  sprinkle — Rev.  xix.  13. 

We  have  seen  learned  Greek  fathers  do  so.  We  have  «een 
that  learned  Greeks  in  Constantine's  day  translated  bapto  by 
rantidzo — Mark  vii.  4.  The  two  oldest  manuscript  Bibles  in 
the  world  to-day,  over  fifteen  hundred  and  fifty  years  old,  do. 
Euthymius,  a  learned  Greek  father  of  the  fourth  century, 
translates  baptidzo  by  rantidzOy  to  sprinkle.  Seven  other  an- 
cient copies  do  so.  The  reason  they  all  render  that  one  place 
— Mark  vii.  4 — thus,  is,  it  was  an  added  and  superstitious 
Jewish  baptism,  always  performed  simply  by  sprinkling,  no 
other  way  at  all,  and  hence  they,  in  transcribing,  did  what  oft 
copyists  did,  translate  the  word  into  what  expressed  it  exactly. 
They  did  not  even  like  to  recognize  that  under  the  name  of 
the  word  for  their  solemn  ordinance,  and  hence  they  tell  us 
exactly  what  the  daily  Jewish  baptism  was — sprinkling.     We 
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saw  that  the  Arabic,  in  the  golden  age  of  their  learning, 
translates  baptidzo  by  three  words — amad  {amadi)  gasala  and 
tzevaga  ( tzeva).  The  first  of  these  is  never  immerse  by  the 
Arabic  lexicons.  It  applies  to  sach  aftusious  as  wetting  with 
rain,  dew;  sprinkle  with  water,  perfusion. 

Yet  it  habitually  translates  baptidzo  in  the  New  Testament 
when  they  read  Greek  familiarly,  and  translated  Homer,  Plato 
and  Aristotle  for  the  masses. 

Then  gasala^  to  wash,  never,  never  means  dip,  no  more  than 
ameduy  never  is  rendered  dip  or  immerse  by  any  authority  on 
earth  we  ever  saw.  It  means  to  wash,  cleanse,  bedew,  perfuse, 
besprinkle;  it  translates  baptidzo  and  its  nouns  in  a  number  of 
places  in  the  New  Testament. 

Then  we  saw  that  Rabbi  Furst  defined  tzeva  by  "  moisten, 
sprinkle,  baptize."  And  here  once  more  we  a3sert  that  Dr. 
G.  never  heard  one  word  from  any  respectable  source  against 
Furst  in  his  life.  He  stood  till  his  death  lately  at  the  head  of 
the  scholarship  of  the  world,  without  a  peer  in  the  colleges. 
It  is  the  rule  with  immersionists  to  traduce  those  they  cannot 
meet.  Castell  gives  pour  out  (effudit  as  one  of  its  meanings. 
The  great  Hebrew  scholar  of  the  fourth  century,  Jerome, 
translates  izeva  sprinkle  just  half  the  times  it  occurs  in  the 
Old  Testament,  wet  the  other  two.  This  word  primarily 
means  aspersion,  to  trickle  in  drops,  etc.  It  applies  in  Arabic 
to  sap  dropping  from  cuts  in  a  tree  or  vine.  This  word  of  af- 
fusion translates  baptidzo  about  thirty-eight  times  in  the  New 
Testament. 

Then  comes  the  grand  old  Peshito,  terror  to  all  immersion- 
ists now.  This  word  amad^  which  Dr.  Graves  admits  is  the 
same  as  the  Arabic,  as  clearly  it  is,  this  word  that  only  means 
immerse  derivatively,  and  never  occurs  thus  in  the  New  Tes- 
tament, this  word  that  translates  Icmo,  twice  from  the  Greek  in 
Susanna,  ch.  I,  ver  17,  etc.,  huo^  that  whenever  it  is  modal  is 
pour,  sprinkle,  which  his  own  Liddell  and  Scott  to  day,  in 
their  English  edition  defines  "pour,  (water  for  washinic),'' 
which  Galen,  the  learned  native  Greek  lexicographer  of  the 
second  century,  defines  sprinkle,  pour,  this  word  is  translated 
amad  in  Syriac.    Yet  this  Syriac  word  amad,  sprinkle,  wet 
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with  rein,  it  translates  baptidzo  constantly  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment, in  the  apostolic  age,  in  the  best,  the  purest,  the  most 
literal  version  ever  made  on  earth.  What  more  do  we  want? 
What  else  could  we  want  ?  No  wonder  David  is  translated  in 
this  version  as  saying,  "My  couch  have  I  baptized  with  tears." 
It  is  not  astoniahing  that  Ezekiel  is  translated  as  saying, 
"  Thou  art  the  land  that  is  not  baptized !  no,  upon  thee  the 
rain  has  not  fallen."  That  the  woman  "began  to  baptize 
Christ's  feet  with  her  tears,"  and  he  turns  to  her  and  says, 
"  My  feet  hath  she  baptized  with  her  tears." —  Time  out. 
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DR.  GRAVES'  SIXTEENTH  SPEECH. 


Argument  from  the  Ancient  Vertiont. 

Mr.  President: — In  introducing  my  argument  from  the 
ancient  versions  in  support  of  immersion  being  the  native, 
literal  signification  of  the  Greek  verb  baptidzOj  I  wish  to  pre- 
face it  with  the  remark,  that  from  them  we  can  learn  the 
accepted  usus  loquendi — the  current  and  primary  meaning — of 
any  word  in  the  age  the  version  was  made,  at  least,  what  it 
was  understood  to  mean  by  the  translators.  We  may  then 
regard  them  as  only  second  in  authority  to  the  writings  of  the 
Greeks  themselves. 

The  Septuagint. 

The  first  version,  made  of  the  Hebrew  of  the  Old  Testament, 
that  has  come  down  to  us,  was  translated  by  seventy  learned 
Jews,  who  thoroughly  understood  their  own  mother  tongue 
and  the  Greek  language,  from  the  Hebrew  into  Greek  in  the 
third  century  before  Christ. 

Touching  the  use  of  the  term  baptidzo  and  bapto  in  the  Old 
Testament,  I  quote  Dr.  Home's  second  rule : 

'*  AU  the  signitieationB  formerly  given  to  Hebrew  words  are  to  be  con*  - 
8idered  correctly  given  which  the  Septuagint  or  other  Greek  tranalaton 
express  by  the  same  or  simUar  Greek  words,  althougfa  no  trace  of  such 
meaning  appears  in  any  oriental  language*^  [as  Sanskrit  or  Qyriac]. — 
Home's  Intro, ^  p.  S34, 

My  first  argument  from  the  Septuagint  is  this: 

1.  In  Hebrew,  the  word  tav<U^  signifies  "to  dip,  "to  im- 
merse," and  is  the  term  as  generally  used  to  express  the  act 
of  putting  under  or  into,  as  the  verb  to  dip^  in  our  language. 

Now,  the  seventy,  in  translating  this  term  into  Greek,  one 
instance  excepted,  universally  used  the  Greek  verbs  bapto  and 
bapt'aho,  and  never  by  a  verb  signifying  "to sprinkle"  or  "to 
pour;  therefore,  in  the  estimation  of  these  seventy  learned 
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Jewish  scholars,  who,  it  cannot  be  doubted,  understood  their 
own  mother  tongue  and  were  thoroughly  conversant  with  the 
Greek  language  as  spoken,  and  written  three  hundred  and 
fifty  years  before  Christ,  bapto  and  baptidzo  were  synonyms  of 
the  Hebrew  word  tavalj  which  never  properly  means  "to 
sprinkle"  or  "to  pour,"  but  invariabjy  "to  dip,"  "to  im- 
merse," **  to  overwhelm."  The  one  exception  is  in  Genesis, 
where  they  use  moluno^  "  to  dye,"  "  to  stain,"  to  indicate  the 
act  of  coloring  Joseph's  coat: 

'*And  they  took  Joseph's  coat,  and  killed  a  kid  of  the  goats,  and  dipped 
the  coat  in  the  blood,"  etc. 

Xow,  let  it  be  remembered  that  moluno  no  more  means  to 
"  sprinkle  "  or  "  to  pour  up^n  "  than  bapto  or  baptidzo  does,  but 
is  here  used  metaphorically  by  the  translators,  not  in  the 
original,  the  effect  being  put  for  the  act  that  produced  it. 
The  Holy  Spirit  designates  the  act  by  which  they  colored  the 
coat,  "  they  dipped  it  in  the  blood  of  a  kid,"  while  the  trans- 
lators only  express  the  effect^  "  they  dyed^^  etc. 

The  Seventy  in  no  single  instance  employed  raino^  or  perri- 
rainOy  or  rantidzo^  or  cheo^  or  encheo,  or  epicheOj  or  proscheo^  or 
katacheOy  or  enchuno^  or  any  term  that  undoubtedly  signifies 
"  to  sprinkle,"  or  "  to  pour"  as  a  proper,  or  even  figu- 
rative, signification  of  (aval  which,  all  scholars  and  all  Jews 
agree,  signifies  only  "  to  dip"  or  "  immerse."  If  they  ever  so 
used  it  let  the  defendant  point  out  the  instance.  If  he  cannot, 
then  the  Septuagint  version,  it  must  be  admitted,  sustains  my 
position.  One  particular  example  I  wish  you  all  specially  to 
notice — i.  e.,  the  case  of  the  leprous  Naamsn,  2  Kings  : 

**  And  Eliaha  sent  a  messenger  nnto  him,  saying,  '  €k)  and  wash  in  Jor- 
dan seven  times,  and  thy  flesh  shall  come  agaih  to  thee,  and  thon  shall 
be  clean.'  " 

The  prophet  told  him  to  go  and  wash  {rackats)  himself  seven 
times  in  the  river  Jordan!  Now,  Dr.  Alting  and  the  most 
learned  rabbins  tell  us,  that  invariably  in  the  Hebrew  purifi- 
cations where  rackats^  "  to  wash,"  is  spoken  of,  either  of  the 
clothes  or  of  the  person,  the  whole  body  must  be  immersed 
in  water.    Now,  the  Septuagint  reads : 

"  Naaman  kai  abapHsonto  en  to  Jordane.^^ 
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Can  the  most  prejudiced  anti-immcrsionist  before  tne  donbt 
for  a  moment  that  baptidzo  indicated  an  immersion  here  ?  ' 

Now,  what  woald  you  PedobaptUts  think  of  me  should  I 
try  to  prove  to  you,  in  the  face  of  these  facts,  that  Naaman 
did  not  dip  himself  in  the  river  Jordan  or  even  go  into  the 
water,  but  that  he  only  went  near  the  river,  on  the  bank,  and 
his  servant  went  down  and  brought  up  some  water  in  a  pitcher, 
and  he  sprinkled  or  poured  it  upon  himself  seven  times,  to 
fulfill  the  prophet's^  command  to  bathe  in  the  river?  You 
would  say  that  I  most  evidently  perverted  the  plain  word  of 
God  and  should  be  discountenanced  as  an  honest  teacher.  If 
there  is  a  scholar,  or  a  commentator,  or  teacher  on  the  wide 
earth  who  presumes  to  make  such  a  rendering  in  this  case  I 
I  have  not  heard  of  him,  and  hope  I  never  may,  for  the  honor 
of  the  human  race.  But,  make  freff,  the  selfsame  arguments 
employed  by  some,  and  they  are  the  same  few  controversialists 
I  referred  to  above,  of  a  very  recent  date,  to  keep  Christ  out  of 
the  river  Jordan,  will  keep  ^N'aaman  out  also,  and  they  can  be 
no  more  honest  in  the  one  case  than  in  the  other.  Understand 
me,  I  do  not  presume  to  say  that  my  opponent  will  stoop  to 
such  unscholarly  and  unchristian  sophistries  as  would  teach 
his  people  that  Naaman  was  sprinkled  seven  times  {en  toJcr^ 
dane)  wUh  the  river  Jordan,  and  not  in  it — no ;  but  should  he 
do  so,  I  cannot  modify  my  position. 

Now,  as  certainly  as  the  Greek  of  the  Septuagint  indicates, 
without  a  dx)ubt,  that  Kaaman  immersed  himself  in  the  river 
Jordan,  just  so  certainly  does  tire  Greek  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment indicate  and  declare  that  Christ  was  immersed  by  John 
in  the  selfsame  river.     Compare  the  two  records : 

.  .  **  Naaman  kai  ebapHsonto  en  to  JordaneJ'^ — 2  KhigB  v.  14. 
*^Je$U8    .  .  kai  ebaptUihe  apo  Joahnon  eU  ton  JordanenJ^ — ^Mark  i.  9. 

And  as  certainly  were  the  people  whom  John  baptised  im- 
mersed in  the  Jordan  as  was  Naaman.    Bead  the  record : 

**Kai  thaptiaonio  en  to  Jordans.^^^MAiL  iiL  6. 

One  can  with  no  more  reason  or  honesty  deny  the  one  of 
these  cases  than  the  other. 

The  testimony  of  the  Septuagint  version — ^which  is  the  ooii> 
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joint  testimony  of  seventy  learneilJo\v8,anJ  impartial  witness- 
es they  were — is  that  baptidzo  signifies  "to  immerse,"  and  only 
"to  immerse." 

2.  There  were  two  other  versions  of  the  Old  Testament,  in- 
to Greek,  made  between  the  latter  half  of  the  first  and  the 
middle  of  the  second  centuries,  and  both  of  these  translate 
tavdl  invariably  by  bapto  and  baptidzo^  never  by  rainoj  echeOj 
brechoj  or  any  verb  that  means  to  sprinkle  or  to  pour,  never. 

Petohita— Simple  Syriao-Vertlon.  ' 

It  is  now  in  order,  and  it  has  not  before  been  in  order  for 
either  my  opponent  or  myself,  to  speak  of  the  Syriac  Version. 
This  version  has  been  almost  the  song  and  the  chorus  of  my 
learned  friend  from  his  first  to  his  last  speech.  You  have 
been  led  to  believe,  if  you  believe  his  oft-repeated  assertions — 

1.  That  this  version,  and  not  the  Greek  of  the  evangelists, 
is  in  the  very  language  in  which  Christ  taught  the  people,  and 
gave  the  commission  to  his  apostles,  and — 

2.  That  it  was  made  in  the  life-time  of  the  apostles,  if  not 
by  them  or  their  immediate  disciples,  and — 

8.  That  it  is  of  equal,  if  not  superior  authority,  in  settling 
this  act  of  baptism  to  the  inspired  Greek  text  of  the  New 
Testament,  and — 

4.  Finally,  that  the  Syriac  unquestionably  determines  the 
baptismal  act  to  have  been  a  "  sprinkling"  or  a  "  pouring,"  or 
"standing  up,"  but  not  an  ** immersion,"  never. 

Now,  I  am  prepared  to  show  you  that  not  one  of  -these  posi- 
tions is  true,  and  that  all  the  ado  that  has  been  made  these 
past  four  days  about  the  Syriac  Version,  has  been  to  impress 
you  with  the  extent  of  his  familiarty  with  the  language,  be- 
yond this,  "  Vox  et  preterea  nihil." 

1.  It  is  evident  to  me  that  Christ  spoke  the  language  in 
which  the  New  Testament  was  written,  because  the  most  uni- 
versally used  and  understood.  Dean  Alford  in  the  last  edition 
of  his  Notes,  concedes  the  Gospels  were  written  in  Greek. 

"On  the  whole)  then,  I  find  myself  constrained  to  abandon  the  idea 
maintained  in  my  first  edition,  and  to  adopt  that  of  a  Greek  original.'' 
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The  learned  Wm.  Steiger  was  professor  in  the  theological 
school  of  Geneva,  during  a  part  of  the  present  century.  His 
lectures  or  General  Introduction  were  published  at  Geneva  in 
1837,  after  his  death.  Concerning  them  the  editor  says, 
'^  That  in  them  the  last  discoveries  are  summed  up,  the  last 
systems  are  mentioned."  And  yet,  without  knowing  anything 
about  it,  Eld.  Ditzler  contemptuously  speaks  of  this  work  as 
"  some  old  book." 

Steiger,  who  ought  to  be  supposed  to  know  something  of 
these  matters,  says  : 

^^The  Peschito  was  made  for  the  use  of  the  churches  of  the  interior  of 
SynsL  only,  because  near  the  sea,  ( on  which  Palestine  bordered),  ike  Oreek 
iDCLS  spoken J'^ 

The  Greek  language  was  the  most  universally  spoken  Ian* 

STuaoce.     Cicero  said  of  it :  . 

*'  While  the  Latin  tongue  is  spoken  only  in  a  few  places,  and  by  com- 
paratively few  people,  the  Greek  tongue  is  used  throughout  the  known 
world." 

If  Christ  spoke  the  language  that  was  the  best  understood, 
and  by  the  largest  numbers,  he  spoke  the  Greek,  and  for  this 
very  reason  the  Holy  Spirit  selected  the  Greek. 

It  is  noticeable  that  whenever  the  Savior  used  a  Syriac 
phrase  the  evangelists  translated  it  into  Greek,  which  is 
opposed  to  the  idea  that  he  spoke  in  Syriac  altogether,  e.^., 
''  talathi  cumV    "  Eloi^  Eloi  lama  sabacthanV^ 

2.  Xor  was  it  made  by  the  apostles,  nor  in  their  life  time, 
nor  by  their  immediate  disciples. 

AVe  have  already  seen  there  was  no  use  for  it  until  Christi- 
anity had  penetrated  into  the  interior  of  Syria,  and  the  Greek 
had  ceased  to  be  universally  spoken  by  the  people,  lo^g  after 
the  death  of  the  apostles. 

Those  who  have  had  some  special  purpose  to  serve  by  the 

use  of  this  Syriac  Version,  as  my  opponent  has,  have  ever  been 

wont,  as  he  has  from  day  to  day,  to  extol  the  Syriae  above  all 

that's  written,  reminding  me  of  the  language  of  Bishop  Home 

in  his  Introduction  to  the  Critical  Study  of  theScriptaree: 

''The  most  extravagant  assertions  have  been  advanced  oonoemliig  the 
antiquity  of  the  Peschito  Version." 


Mode  of  Baptism.  385 

Inasmuch  as  Eld.  Ditzler  has  been  going  into  Ecstasies  over 
the  Syriac,  I  ask  him  here,  with  a  good  deal  of  emphasis, 
when  was  this  translation  made  ? 

Reuss,  of  Strasburg,  and  Scholton,  of  Leyden,  unite  in 
giving  a  very  sensible  reply,  and  that  is, "that  we  have  no 
means  of  accurately  knowing,"  (Die  Zeit,  in  der  sic  enstand, 
ist  nicht  genau  festzustellen). 

Steiger,  in  his  General  Introduction  to  the  New  Testament, 
without  venturing  his  own  opinion,  says,  "It  is  believed  to 
have  been  made  about  the  year  A.  D.  200."  But  Dr.  Arnold, 
of  Halle,  in  Herzog's  Religious  Encyclopedia,  22  vols.,  who 
planted  himself  on  the  facts,  remarks,  that  the  first  historic 
proof  of  the  existence  of  this  version  is  found  in  the  works  of 
Ephraim  the  Syrian.  (I  omit  the  Qerman,  though  I  have  it 
here.)  And  when,  pray,  did  this  Ephraim  live?  Not  till  the 
eighth  decade  of  the  fourth  century,  A.  D.  880. 

This,  Mr.  President,  is  the  version  whjoh  my  learned  friend 
says  was  made  almost  under  the  very  eyes  of  the  apostles,  in 
the  apostolic  age,  and  is  fully  equal  if  not  superior  to  the  text 
that  was  inspired  by  the  Holy  Spirit ! ! 

But,  sir,  his  reason  for  so  doing  is  obvious  enough.  He 
desires  to  give  this  translation  all  the  weight  of  authority  he 
possibly  can,  in  order  to  be  the  better  able  to  transfer  to  6ap- 
tidzo  what  he  supposes  to  be  the  meaning,  or  meanings,  of 
amoul. 

It  may  well  be  doubted  whether  it  is  proper  to  attach  so 

much  critical  value  to  the  Syriac  translation  as  my  opponent 

has  done.    He  appears  to  regard  it  as  a  thing  of  perfection. 

Hear  what  Steiger,  whom  we  have  already  quoted  on  another 

point,  says  of  this  version  : 

<*  This  translation  is  unequal,  sometimes  it  adlieres  to  the  letter,  some- 
times it  is  a  little  paraphrastic.'' 

I  hope  that  these  considerations  will  lead  Eld.  Ditzler  to 
esteem  his  Greek  Testament,  Qod's  Word,  above  the  Peschito 
Version,  made  by  fallible  man.  I  say  all  this  not  to  under- 
value or  to  impeach  the  Syriac,  but  to  vindicate  the  honor  of 
God's  word. 

And  now,  what  about  amadf    I  promised  my  opponent  that 
26 
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I  would,  in  due  time,  come  to  this  favorite  word  of  his.  Ee- 
Bpecting  its  meaniug  he  has  already  delivered  himself  a  foil 
score  of  times  daily,  from  the  first  day.  I  hope  he  is  satisfied 
and  will  patiently  listen  to  what  I  have  to  say  on  this  subsidiary 
matter. 

The  Syriac  language  has  a  verb  for  ^'  sprinkle/'  viz.,  roc, 
and  this  is  found  Hebrews  ix.  19;  and  it  is  followed  by  the  pre- 
position aly^^  besprinkled  upon  the  book  and  upon  the  people." 
This  is  the  full  rendering  of  the  Syriac.  The  same  root  is 
found  in  its  noun  form  in  the  same  epistle  xi.  28 :  ^^  Through 
faith  he  kept  the  passover  and  the  Sprinkling  of  blood." 
But  this,  mark  it,  is  not  the  word  used  in  connection  with  the 
ordinance  of  baptism  anywhere  in  the  Syriac  Version. 

So,  too,  we  discover  in  the  Syriac  New  Testament  a  word 
for  to  pour,  eshad.  Schindler  gives  as  its  meaning, /t/diY,  ^udiL 
This  is  its  primary  and  general  signification.  It  is  employed 
in  the  Peschito  version  in  Acts  ii.  17 :  "I  will  pour  out  my 
Spirit  on  all  flesh,"  etc.  And  again.  Matt  xxii.  36  :  "All  the 
righteous  blood  shed  upon  the  earth."  But  this  is  not  the 
word  that  renders  baptidzo.  But  this  word  is  never  used  to 
translate  baptidzo  in  the  Syriac  Version. 

Then,  again,  the  Syriac  has  an  appropriate  verb  for  wash — 
u  e.,  aecho.  Let  the  learned  take  their  Syriac  Testaments  and 
turn  to  Acts  xvi.  33 :  "  He  took  them  the  same  hour  of  the 
night  and  washed  (secho)  their  stripes."  And  in  Hebrews  x. 
22 :  "  And  our  bodies  washed  with  pure  water."  But  this 
word  is  never  used  in  the  Syriac  to  render  baptidzo.  Tstoa 
also  means  sometimes  "  to  wash"  secondarily. 

Tseva  or  teeto,  signifies  '*  to  dip,"  but  this  verb,  Iike6ap6>  in 
Gre^k,  is  never  used  to  translate  baptidzo^  in  the  Syriac 

Amad  signifies  "  to  dip,"  "  to  immerse,"  and  is  the  verb  in- 
variably used  to  translate  baptidzo.  What  is  the  literal  mean- 
ing of  this  verb?  is  now  the  question  before  as. 

Some  have  supposed  that  amad  signifies  "  to  purify,''  bnt  we 
find  in  Syriac  another  word  for  this,  deka^  defined  in  Castell's 
Polyglotta,  pwrifieafjUy  mundavity  etc.,  and  is  rendered  in  the 
English  version.  Matt.  xi.  5,  ^^and  the  lepers  are  cloaMod.^ 
But  deka  does  not  express  the  action  baptidzo. 
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Then,  again,  there  has  been  a  conjecture  that  amad  means 
"  to  confirm,'*  as  though  it  favored  Episcopal  confirmation. 
But  there  is  a  Syriac  word  meaning  *'  to  confirm."  That  verb 
is  ^Aor,  defined  by  Castell,  cow/ir/wato  €%i  and  stabilivUy  and  is  so 
rendered  Acts  xiv.  21:  ^*  Confirming  the  souls  of  the  disci- 
ples," 

I  might  go  on  with  similar  instances,  but  sufficient  induc- 
tion of  teases  has  been  made.  Here  are  words  denoting  these 
specific  actions,  but  no  one  of  these  is  ever  used  to  render  the 
word  baptidzo  in  the  New  Testament.  But  we  have  in  the 
Syriac  no  word  that  means  specifically  *'  to  dip"  or  "  immerse," 
thus  answering  to  baptidzo  of  the  New  Testament,  at  least,  so 
says  my  ^orthy  opponent!  Now,  I  affirm  here  squarely  that 
this  word  amad^  which  is  always  employed  in  the  Peschito  to 
render  baptidzo^  means  **  to  dip,"  "  immerse,"  never  properly 
"to  sprinkle"  any  more  than  kjut  "to  dip"  means  "to  sprin- 
kle," 

Lexical  Authorities. 

I  now  propose  to  give  you  every  standard  lexicon  and  criti- 
cal authority  touching  the  meaning  of  the  word  amad^  which 
the  Syrian  translators  invariably  employed  to  translate  baptidzo^ 
and  its  cognates,  and  thereby  end  the  discussion  upon  it,  if  pos- 
sible, in  all  coming  years.  I  pay  this  attention  to  this  version 
because  my  opponent  and  some  others  so  pervert  its  meaning 
and  use  in  order  to  force  it  to  sustain  sprinkling: 

Castell  (Lex.  Heptaglott,  1669,)  defines  «iMiz<i^ by  ^^ahluiuseitj  hapHzatuts 
€»t  immertit,  to  bathe,  bc4>tize,  immerse.'' 

MicujEUS  (Lex.  &iyr.,'1788,)  by  the  veiysame  terms,  and  adds,  that  it 
comes  from  the  Arahic  ghamai^  to  ixnmerse,  and  not  fh)m  the  Hebrew 
cmadj  to  stand. 

SCHAAF  (Lex.  Syr,,  1708,)  defines  atmuL,  "  tibluim  ae  aklutM  irUinciui^  tm- 
tntrmumaguamt  ^ptUatua  e$i^  to  wash  one's  sell^  to  wash,  todip,  to  im- 
merse in  water." 

GuiDO  Fabbiczub  (Lex.  Qyr,  OhaL,  1502,)  defines  it,  **it^tuavi(,  itUmgU, 
UmU,  baptize,  dip,  bathe." 

SCHINDLEB  (liex,  Penta^ott,  1612,)  defines  it,  hipUatituSy  in  aquam  tm- 
meritu,  tindus^  l/iiusJfUt^  to  baptize,  to  immerse  into  water,  to  dip,  bathe." 

BuxTOBFF,  (Lex.  Ohal.  et  Syr.,  1622,)  gives  '^hapHzTt^  uUingi^  ablui, 
nhluere^  to  baptize^  dip  in,  to  i^a^"  etc. 
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GuTBiER,  in  his  lexicon  attached  to  his  edition  of  the  S^Tiac  New 
Testament,  defines  omarf,  ^^  baptizavit,  b^ptizatus  esi^  to  inunenBe,  to  be  im- 
mersed." 

Db.  GkxrcHy  an  Episcopalian  and  a  thorough  orientalist,  after  the  most 
critical  examination,  says :  **  Amad  in  Syriac  signifies  io  imwurtey  never  to 
stand,  much  less  to  sprinkle." 

Bar  Ali,  Syrian,  A.  D.  885,  quoted  by  Dr.  Davis  of  Regent's 

Park  College,  London  : 

^^  Amad  (in  different  forms) :  (1)  An  immersion,  a  bathing,  a  dipping. 
2^  He  was  immersed,  he  was  baptized.    (3)  Baptism  or  immersion.    (4) 
Pillar,  column,  pillar  of  light.     (5)  He  who  dives  or  bathes." 

The    testimony    of    another   lexicon    by    Bar-Bablul,   who 

flouri-jhed  in  the  tenth  century,  is  also  given,  and  is  substan- 

tialiv  the  same. 

Bernstein's. — ^^ Amad^  (1)  he  was  dipped,  immersed;  he  dipped,  or 
plunged  himself  into  something.  *It  plunged  itself  {amad)  into  the 
depth  of  the  sea.'  *  The  point  of  the  arrow  sank  into  his  brain.'  Fi^wr»- 
//re/y,  the  day  dipped  itsc»lf,  i.  « ,  K  waned,  it  disappeared.  (2)  To  be 
l>athed,  washed,  immersion  in  water.  (3;  He  was  initiated  by  means  of 
the  sacred  bath,  he  was  baptized.  Aphel^  )Greek,  hapiein^  boptisein,)  (1)  he 
dipped,  immersed;  (2)  bathed,  washed;  (3)  baptized."  See  his  liexicon 
.Syriaciun  to  i^irsch's  Syriac  Chrestomathy  and  the  references  und^  the 
word. 

Can  it  be  questioned  by  any  fair  minded  person,  that  amad 
means  '"to  immerse,"  "to  dip  ?"  K  standard  lexicons  can  set- 
tle any  question  they  settle  this,  that  its  proper  meaning  is 
*'  to  dip,"  "  to  immerse." 

The  use  Made  of  the  Syriao  Verb  for  the  Act  of  Baptftm  in  the  New 

Testament 

Dr.  Qotch,  in  his  very  learned  and  valuable  ^^Examination/' 

trives  in  substance  the  following  results: 

*  That  the  Syriac  verb  amcui  and  its  derivatives,  are  employed  for  the 
( rreek  verb  baptidzo,  and  its  derivatives  in  one  hmidred  and  twenty  instan- 
ces ;  and  the  noun  maaduthUo  (wliich  signifies  both  baptism  and  b^ytis- 
tery)  is  used  four  times  for  kolumheihra — a  swimming  pool  (John  v.  2.  4, 7 
and  ix  7),  and  twice  for  photisthenUs — havmg  b^en  emUghtened  (Heb.  vi,  4,  X, 
32,"  )  [t.  e,j  honing  descended  into  iKe  bapHstery,'] 

It  must  be  evident  to  the  reader  from  the  above  sammaiy 
of  results,  that  the  Syriac  verb  amad  meant,  in  the  estimation 
of  the  translator,  or  translators  of  the  Syriac  New  Testament, 
something  very  different  from  sprinkling,  pouring  on,  stand- 
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ing  up.  The  nouti  derived  from  it  could  not  have  denoted  a 
bathing  place  or  a  swimming  pool,  unless  the  verb  <5onveyed 
the  idea  of  bathing  or  immersion.  The  verb  is  used  in  Mark 
vii.  4,  and  Luke  xi.  38,  for  the  taking  of  a  bath,  and  the  noun 
also  in  the  former  passage  for  the  immersion  of  vessels  and 
different  utensils  for  the  sake  of  purifying  them. 

The  same  verb  is  used  in  Luke  xii.  50,  Mark  x.  38,  39,  and 
Matt.  XX.  22,  where  the  sufferings  of  Christ  are  spoken  of,  and 
the  idea  of  sinking  in  a  flood  of  afflictions,  or  of  being  Qver- 
whelmed  with  them,  is  expressed. 

Those  of  our  readers  who  remember  the  description  of 
baptism  by  Justin  Martyr,  quoted  in  a  former  speech,  will  not 
be  surprised  at  such  a  rendering  as  that  of  Heb.  vi.  4,  in  the 
Syriac  version :  "  Those  who  once  *vent  down  to  baptism"  for 
"  Those  who  were  once  enlightened."  Infant  baptism  being 
unknown  in  the  first  and  second  centuries,  the  early  Christians 
called  baptism  iUummatixmj  because  the  candidates  were  sup- 
posed to  be  enlightened  in  their  minds  by  the  word  and  grace 
of  God.     (Apologia  i.  sec.  61.) 

Now,  if  Eld.  Ditzler  has  such  a  profound  respect  for  the 
Syriac,  why  will  he  not  implicitly  bow  to  its  plain  teachings 
on  these  texts?  And  the  best  of  all,  this  *' grand  old  Syriac 
Version"  supports  my  position  that  Romans  vi.  4,  refers  to 
water  baptism ! 

Infttancet  of  the  Syriao  Word  for  Baptism  hi  Other  Writings  than  the  New 

Teetament. 

Numbers  xxxi:  23:  "All  that  abideth  not  the  fire,  ye  shall 
plunge  it  (Syriac,  amud)  in  water."  It  is  also  in  the  Apocrypha 
in  Judith  xii.  6,  and  in  Susanna  xiii.  15,  for  to  bathe,  or  im- 
raerse  one's  self,  for  which  the  Seventy  have  baptidzo  and  louo 
in  the  middle  voice. 

Dr.  Gotch  adduces  instances  from  Christian  writers  of  the 
use  of  this  verb  for  immersion.  Ephraim  Syrus,  who  flourished 
in  the  fourth  century,  speaks  of  Christ  as  having  been  bap- 
tized [arnad)  in  the  river.  "  How  wonderful  is  it,"  he  says  in 
another  place,  "  that  Thy  footsteps  were  planted  on  the  waters; 
that  the  great  sea  should  subject  itself  to  Thy  feet;  and  yet  at 


390  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

a  small  river  that  same  head  of  Thine  should  be  snbjected  to 
be  bowed  down  and  baptized  {amad)  in  it ! "  As  the  waters 
of  the  sea  were  placed  under  the  feet  of  Christ,  so  his  head 
was  placed  under  the  flood  of  the  Jordan. 

In  the  Xestorian  Ritual,  compiled  about  A.  D.  650,  the 
priest  is  represented  as  taking  the  child  and  dipping  (Syriac. 
fj^'bde  or  tseva)  him  in  the  water,  and  saying,  ^Suehanone  is 
baptized  (Syriac,  amad)  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  etc.,  and 
thefi  causing  him  to  ascend  from  the  water."  In  this  ritual, 
the  verb,  amail  is  used  interchangeably  with  t$ebae^  which  has 
no  other  meaning  but  to  immerse.  In  the  Syriac  Chrestoma- 
tiiy,  to  which  Bernstein's  Lexicon  is  attached,  p,  209,  the  verb 
is  used  by  Bar-Hebrseas  of  the  leviathan  of  Job  xlL  1,  ^ploog- 
ing  (amad)  in  the  depth  of  the  sea."  The  same  verb  is  used  in 
the  same  sense  in  Book  i.,  sec.  17,  of  the  Theophauia  of  Eu- 
sebius,  written  about  A.  D.  411,  and  translated  thus  by  the 
late  Professor  Lee,  of  Cambridge  :  "  This  selfsame  Word  of 
God  also  immerged  (amad)  even  into  the  depths  of  the  sea, 
and  determined  those  swimming  natures,"  etc.  Sorely  the 
'*  standing  and  sprinkling  ceremony"  of  my  opponent  would 
not  suit  these  passages. 

Baptism  Among  th*  Syriant  ami  Nettorifna. 

The  Syrian  sect  called  21abfeans,  Mendseans,  or  Disciples  of 
St.  John,  baptize  by  immersion.  The  name  Zabaeans  is  de- 
rived, according  to  Xeander,  from  the  Syriac  verb  tsebctj  "  to 
dip,''  and  they  are  so  called  from  their  manner  of  baptizing. 
Dr.  Wall  says  that  all  the  Christians  of  Asia  and  Africa,  and 
one-third  of  those  of  Europe,  baptize  by  immersion  (Hist  of 
Inf.  Baptism,  vol.  ii.,  p.  414 ;  Robinson's  Hist  of  Baptism,  pp. 
117-124.) 

That  the  baptismal  act  among  the  Syrians  at  the  time,  as  it 
was  ever  after  the  Syriac  version  was  nuide,  was  only  by  im- 
mersion, there  can  be  no  doubt.  I  hold  in  my  hand  a  copy  of 
the  Baptist  Sentoniy  containing  an  article  on  baptism  among 
the  Syrians,  written  some  years  ago  by  my  learned  friend. 
Rev.  Geo.  Varden,  D.  D.  Ph.  D.,  of  Kentucky,  one  of  the  ripest 
oriental  scholars  in  the  South.    Time  will  not  permit  me  to 
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read  this  interesting  article,  which  clearly  settles  the  question 
that  the  practice  of  the  Syrians  was  to  immerse,  and  that  no 
other  mode  was  recognized  among  them.  He  bringrs  forward 
the  fact  that  in  the  third  century  there  was  a  large  building 
for  the  purpose  of  immersion  erected  in  connection  with  the 
mother  church  at  Edessa,  the  capital  of  the  nation,  and  that 
this  building,  capable  of  holding  a  large  concourse  of  people, 
contained  a  pool  like  unto  a  large  bathing  vat,  and  this  house 
was  called  maaduthitoy  a  baptistery.  Only  one  question  need 
to  be  asked,  why  this  house,  and  why  this  pool,  unless  their 
custom  was  to  baptize  by  immersion  ?  It  was  never  built  for 
any  other  purpose,  certainly  not  to  afibrd  drinking-water  for 
the  crowds  that  came  to  witness  sprinkling !  MaadiUhito  is  a 
derivative  of  amadj  and  determines  its  meaning  to  have  been 
to  immerse,  to  dip. 

The  present  mode  of  baptizing  among  the  Nestorians,  is  a 
proof  that  the  Syriac  amad  means  to  immerse.  Let  it  be  borne  in 
mind  that  it  is  the  Syriac  language  which  they  speak.  "  The 
language  of  the  Nestorians,  says  Dr.  Perkins,  an  eminent 
American  missionary  amongst  them,  ^^  a  modern  dialect  of  the 
Syriac,  is  derived  as  directly  from  that  venerable  tongue,  as 
the  modern  Greek  from  the  ancient"  (Journal  of  the  S.  L., 
1858,  p.  382).  The  Revs.  Q.  P.  Badger,  in  his  «  Nestorians 
and  their  Ritual,"  Thos.  Laurie,  in  his  "  Life  of  Dr.  Grant, 
and  Smith  and  Dwight,  in  their  "  Missionary  Researches, 
speak  of  their  language  as  Syriac.  When  two  of  their  teachers 
visited  London  in  1862,  it  was  by  means  of  the  Syriac  that  they 
were  able  to  hold  intercourse  with  Englishmen,  the  Rev.  B. 
H.  Cowper  acting  as  interpreter.  It  is  the  Syriac-Scriptures 
that  they  use.  Dr.  Grant  distributed  the  Scriptures  amongst 
them  in  the  ancient  Syriac  as  well  as  in  the  Syro  Chaldaic,  or 
Syriac  in  Nestorian  characters.  But  they  baptize  by  immer- 
sion and  employ  the  Syriac  am^  to  denote  the  act,  their  ritual 
being  the  same  in  this  respect  as  the  one  already  referred  to, 
(Badger's  "Nestorians,"  vol.  ii,  pp.  207,  208,  ed,  1852;  Smith 
and  *Dwight's  "Missionary  Researches  in  Armenia,"  p.  382). 
Could  this  have  been  the  case  if  amad  meant  to  sprinkle^  to 
pour,  or  to  stand  up  ? 
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The  idea  of  sprinkling^  pouring  or  standing  up  is  incansisient 
unth  the  declaration  of  the  Sfjriac  version  of  the  New  Testament 

Paul  looks  on  baptism  as  an  emblem  of  burial  and  resur- 
rection ;  Rom.  vi,  4 :  Col.  ii,  12.  But  how  could  the  Chris- 
tians  be  buried  by  means  of  baptism,  and  raised  again,  if 
Clirist  used  a  word  for  the  ordinance  which  meant  to  seaJtUTj 
diffuse^  or  stand  upright^  like  a  pillarf  If  it  meant  either 'of  these 
how  could  the  descent  of  Israel  into  the  Red  Sea,  and  their  being 
buried  out  of  sight  in  the  cloud  and  in  the  sea,  and  their  emer^- 
inic  on  the  other  side-,  be  compared  to  baptism?  How  could 
tiie  noun  ever  have  been  used  for  a  swimming-pool,  if  it  means 
sprinkling,  or  one  taking  his  stand,  or  standing  erect?  Would 
the  Syrian  translator  on  that  supposition  have  rendered  Heb. 
vi,  4,  "  Who  have  once  descended  into  the  baptistery y^  if  the  Syriac 
word  for  baptism  meant  to  sprinkle,  to  pour,  or  to  stand  er^? 
The  inconsistencies  and  absurdities  of  the  theory  are  a  suffi- 
cient refutation  of  it. 

But  it  has  been  urged  by  Stuart  and  others  that  there  is  a 

verb  in  the  Syriac  that  unquestionably  means  to  dip  into,  tseb<F 
(or,  as  my  opponent  writes  it,  tseva)^  and  if  a  specific  modewa> 

intended,  why  was  not  this  used?  My  reply  is  that  tsebcedioe^^ 
not  more  certainly  point  to  the  act  of  immersion  than  does 
amad^  and  had  it  been  chosen,  the  same,  or  some  greater  diffi- 
culty would  have  been  found  with  it.  How  is  it  with  the 
Hebrew?  Sprinklers  ask  why  was  not  tara  instead  oi fatal 
chosen  to  indicate  immersion  definitely?  How  is  it  in  Greek? 
They  say  that  bapto  should  have  been  selected  instead  of  bap- 
tidzo  to  indicate  an  undoubted  immersion  ?  And  yet,  my  pfii- 
lological  friend  has  spent  days  in  attempting  to  prove  that 
bapto  even,  means  to  sprinkle,  to  pour,  to  wet  in  anyway! 
There  is  the  verb  to  dip,  in  English,  clearly  implying  a  putting 
under  and  taking  out  again,  and  yet  we  universally  prefer  the 
verb  to  immerse,  which  only  means  to  put  under.  It  is  simply 
impossible  to  please  them.  There  is  not  a  verb  in  any  language 
under  heaven  meaning  to  dip,  to  immerse,  that  Eld.  Ditzler 
cannot,  by  the  magical  and  absurd  way  he  deals  with  Aopto, 
baptidcOyHiid  arnadj  make  them  primarily  mean  to  sprintU,  not 
one.  Our  own  Englis^h  word  to  dip^  means  secondarily  to 
sprinkle,  to  wet,  to  moisten. 
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August! and  Dr.  B.  Davies suggest,  "the  reason  why  the  translators  of 
the  Syriac  version  did  not  select  Uebos  instead  of  amad^  may  possibly  have 
been  that  tsebce  had  been  already  appropriated  by  the  ZabeeansorHemero- 
baptists,  a  half  Jewish  sect,  supposed  to  have  come  down  from  John  the 
Baptist  The  Syrian  Christians  would  naturally  wish  not  to  be  confounded 
with  a  religious  sect  with  which  they  had  no  communion,  and  hence 
might  have  adopted  another  equally  appropriate  term  to  denote  the  bap- 
tismal acf 

I  have  now  fulfilled  my  promise,  and  met  every  one  of  my 
opponent's  arguments  drawn  from  the  Syriac  to  oppose  im- 
mersion as  the  practice  of  the  early  Syrian  Christians  in  the 
days  of  Christ  and  the  apostles.  The  Syriac  version,  as  I  told 
you,  not  only  gives  sprinkling  no  aid  or  comfort,  but  is  a  most 
weighty  and  conclusive  argument  against  him  and  his  sprink- 
ling tradition.  Where  now  lingers  the  terror  inspired  the  first . 
days  of  this  discussion  in  the  breasts  of  the  multitude  by  those 
huge  books  ?  Every  line  of  them,  if  only  faithfully  translated, 
is  in  support  of  immersion  as  the  only  act  commanded  by 
Christ  or  practiced  by  the  apostles  for  Christian  baptism.  As 
it  has  been  agreed  to  refer  any  further  discussions  on  versions 
to  an  Appendix,!  will  say  this  in  conclusion,  touching  versions. 
The  Syriac,  nor  any  other  version  of  the  sacred  text,  is  a  rule 
to  us.  Whatever  versions  or  translations  may  teach,  they  are 
not  our  infallible  guides,  and  their  renderings  are  not  binding 
upon  us.  The  inspired  writings  of  the  prophets,  and  the 
apostles,  and  the  other  holy  writers  in  the  original  tongues, 
are  our  ultimate  appeal  and  highest  authority,  and  not  trans- 
lations, however  excellent  and  venerable.  The  word  used  in 
the  Greek  Testament,  and  selected  by  Christ  and  the  Holy 
Spirit  to  designate  the  act  of  baptism  is  baptidzo;  and  to  ascer- 
tain its  real,  current  and  generally  accepted  meatiing  among 
the  Qreek-speaking  nations  in  the  days  of  Christ,  and  those 
most  familiar  with  the  Qreek  language  in  every  age  has  been  • 
my  honest  effort. 

I  close  this  argument  in  the  language  of  a  noble  brother, 
battling  in  the  same  cause  across  the  seas : 

•  "  Is  not  the  word  divinely  chosen,  a  word  which  for  many  hundreds  of 
years  before,  and  for  hundreds  of  years  after,  the  commencement  of  the 
Christian  era,  has  evidently  been  used  by  Greek  writers  when  they  in- 
tended to  designate  immersion  and  invariably  to  designate  nothing  less 
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tiiiiij  iinin*inyjn  ?    'If  tl^e  Ht4^  <:»f  U»r  cimrcii  hftd  deasned  id  use  »  ttmi 

al9ord  axj^/th^  vord  iit^  ^q^wiUfs  ap  baphdsx^f  I#  it  Dot  croniT  doeeiviiig 
tbf;  r«sii4er^  of  y^^MApi^  jMlibcaxitm!^  to  teaHd  thai  bodi  in  dwwr  aad 
t^:r*i*i  Ijurature  v**  fiij«j  bapti«!m  melndinz  almost  evcfy  cioiioeiTmfaAe  ap- 
lAif:ixi}tm  of  wiftUrr?'  And  b  it  bonorabks,  in  the  ppeacnee  of  exlBCfatg  tecti 
t/i  rtfpnuffnx  it  ai>  '"profiable,  thoogfa  not  quite  certain,  that  baptise  in  the 
New  TeRtaxoeut  A3(mifit«  to  immeraeT"* — Tngham.  Hand  Book  of  Bap* 
lii^jjj,  p.  05^. 

II:«  impotent  attempt  to  justitH*  hU  use  of  Sehleasner^  [  mast 
r*:^*:rvi:  for  my  next  speech,  as  I  see  the  gavel  rising — ^^77vii«r  oat.. 
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DR.  DITZLER'S   SIXTEENTH  SPEECH. 

Gentlemen  Moderators  : — It  seems  to  me,  that  after  four 
days'  debate,  we  should  have  settled  the  questibn  of  the  testi- 
mony of  the  Greek  lexicons  and  their  value,  but  here,  the  fifth 
and  last  day  on  this  question,  still  finds  us  contesting  this 
point.  I  presume  this  will  be  the  last  time  we  will  have  them 
up  now.  Let  me  state  concisely  and  pointedly  the  merit  of 
tha  Greek  lexicon  question. 

1.  We  presented  some  twenty-five  lexical  authorities  on  hap- 
tidzo^  all  of  whom  (1)  gave  wash,  cleanse,  and  such  definitions 
to  this  word  as  New  Testament  meanings.  (2)  All  of  them 
gave  either  sprinkle,  pour,  or  Both,  else  a  word  like  brechOy  of 
"aflFusion,"  as  equivalQnt  to  both.  See  Sophocles.  He  gave 
"ablution,  bathe,  (baptize)  in  tears,"  which  is  affusion. 

Then  six  more,  Budseus,  1519,  Stephauus,  1&72,  Scapula, 
1579,  PassoWjHedericus,  and  Schrevellius, and  many  others,  all 
being  abridgments  of  Stephauus,  or  of  abridgments  of  him. 
He  adopts  Buds&us  on  baptidzo, 

1.  These  were  out  and  out  immersionist  lexicons ;  by  men  dip- 
ped in  their  own  baptism,  under  a  queen  who  was  dipped,  un- 
der laws  requiring  dipping,  though  Budseus  and  Stephauus 
lived  in  France. 

3.  They  render  bapHdzo^  in  its  classic  use,  by  sink  and  over- 
whelm, not  dip. 

3.  They  gave  fat?o,  abluOy  as  its  only  New  Testament  sense 
— wash,  besprinkle,  cleanse. 

4.  It  was  immersionists  who  had  the  giving  of  a  strong  bias 
that  way  in  the  lexicography  of  the  Greek.  Despite  all  that 
the  facts  are  so  crushing  that  we  thus  have  the  whole  lexico- 
graphy of  all  ages  and  nations  with  us.  Here  then  thirty  odd 
lexicons  are  with  us  and  solid  against  our  opponent. 

We  then  turn   to  A.  Camjibell,  and  in  all  his  research  he 
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5.  Oar  law  of  philology  is  sustained.  As  Stuart  and  A, 
Campbell  say  bapUdzo  and  katdlduzo  are  here  used  in  exactly 
the  same  sense.  Now,  let  us  examine  kluzoj  and  see  its  prima- 
ry meaning. 

The  Glosses  give  on  perHduzoy  sprinkle  (adspergo  pertundo). 

Passow.— "^Zi<2:o,    Wash,  bedash,  wet,"  etc. 

Budseus  and  Stephanus.-— ^Per/fc/tc^ma^t.  Sprinkle  (aspergine). 
Clyster  is  the  noun  from  it" 

Graves. — ^^Perikluzo.  To  wash  all  round  or  all  over,  dash 
water,  sprinkle  all  over,"  etc. 

The  primary  force  is  to  besprinkle  with  force,  bedash,  as 
when  there  is  force  used  in  dashing  the  water  in  one's  face,  in 

one's  ears,  eyes,  or  on  the  body. 

It  is  often  compounded  with  kftta  and  peri,  as  bapto  and  bap- 
tidzo  are. 

Here  we  see  a  word  that  primarily  means  to  besprinkle, 
dash  water  on  any  one,  infuse  it  into  the  ear  (see  Liddell  and 
Scott),  comes  to  mean  the  same,  and  is  exactly  equivalent  to 
haptidzo  in  the  first  occurrence  of  that  word  in  a  literal  sense, 
so  far  as  Greek  literature  has  preserved  it  Kluzo  like  its 
companion,  baptidzoxw  later  Greek,  came  to  mean  submerse,  es- 
pecially in  compound  forms,  the  primary  meaning,  to 
sprinkle* 

Eubulufl,  B.  C.  380,  next  uses  it  once— doubtful  in  its 
meaning. 

Evenus  of  Paros,  about  B.  C.  250,  uses  it  once.  '*Wine 
baptizes  with  stupor,  or  sleep  {hypno). 

1.  From  Pindar  to  this  poet  are  two  hundred  and  seventy-two 
years,  and  not  once  does  baptidzo  occur,  as  yet,  meaning  to 
dip,  to  immerse.  We  know  that  not  only  poets  like  Young, 
but  Italian  and  Greek  poets  speak  of  pouring  ^^  delicious  slum* 
bers  on  mine  eyes." 

2.  In  all  cases  affusion  is  pointed  out  Here  we  have  done 
what  all  agree  is  the  only  reliable  way,  inspect  the  passages. 

3.  We  saw  that  haptOy  the  root,  exhibited  the  same-fiBicts;  all 
pointed  out  sprinkle  as  the  primary  meaning  of  the  word,  txA 
a  continued  meaning  through  centuries  after  Christ. 


Mode  of  Baptism.  399 

a  summary  of  facts  and  philology. 

1.  Dr.  Graves  and  Carson,  Gale,  Conant,  A.  Campbell,  all 
appeal  from  lexicography  to  the  usu^  loqueiidiy  and  seek  for  the 
primary  meaning. 

2.  We  saw  that  from  522  B.  C.  till  205  B.  C,  Polybius' 
birth,  hapimzo  always  implied  affusion,  never  once  meaning  to 
dip,  plunge  or  immerse. 

3.  All  the  laws  of  language  demonstrate  that  the  process 
in  the  development  of  meaning  is  from  sprinkle,  to  wet, 
moisten,  pour,  wash ;  from  pouring  water  came  wash,  overflow, 
whelm,,  overwhelm,  sink,  drown,  They  never  reverse  that 
order. 

4.  We  appeal  to  words  properly  meaning  to  immerse,  to 
dip,  and  they  never  have  the  meanings  bapto  and  baptidzo  are 
universally  admitted  to  have.  The  Hebrew  tabfuij  kqphashj 
ahapo;  the  Greek  enduno^  kataduo,  pontidzoj  buthidzoy  katapoTt" 
tidzoy  (duptOj  dip;  kolumbaOy  dip,  dive);  the  Persic  ^Awto;  Ethi- 
opic  maabfTnaba;  the  Arabic  gattUy  gamara^  amasa^  gamasa;  the 
German  eintaikchen^  undertaticheny  sinken;  the  Latin  mergoy  im- 
mergOy  demergOy  submergOy  all  mean  to  immerse,  are  the  definite 
words  in  those  languages  in  constant  use  in  their  literature. 
Yet  never  are  they  applied  to  abusing,  aspersing  or  slandering 
pouring  abase  on  any  one.  They  never  mean  to  wash.  They 
never  mean  to  cleanse  or  purify.  They  never  mean  to  whelm, 
overflow,  intoxicate,  make  drunk.    Let  us  be  speciflc. 

5.  Not  one  of  all  these  words  means  to  asperse,  abuse,  pour 
abuse  upon  any  one  in  literal  or  metaphorical  use.  Baptidzo 
often  so  occurs.  Aspersion,  abusing,  never  comes  from 
words  properiy  meaning  to  immerse,  or  dip.  It  does  come 
from  baptidzo^  hence  baptidzo  never  did  primarily  mean  to  dip, 
or  immerse. 

6.  Words  properly  meaning  to  immerse  never  mean  to  in- 
toxieate.  Baptidzo  does  mean  to  intoxicate,  therefore  it  does 
not  primarily  (or  generally)  mean  to  immerse.  But  words 
Hmt  do  prinuunly  mean  to  sprinkle,  others  to  moisten,  bedew, 
do  eome  to  mean  to  intoxicate.  Hence,  these  facts  demon- 
strate sprinkle^  moisten,  to  be  the  primary  force  of  baptidzo. 
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7.  These  words  do  not  properly  meau  to  "  overwhelm " — 
uever  philologically  take  such  a  meaning.  Baptidzo  does  mean 
"  overwhelm  "  often — is  so  rendered  by  Ingham  50  times  out 
of  169  cases;  10  times  by  A.  Campbell  on  one  half  page.  But 
words  meaning  to  sprinkle,  then  to  pour,  constantly  come  to 
mean  to  "overwhelm,"  in  all  languages.  Hence,, sprinkle  is 
demonstrated  as  the  primary  meaning  of  baptidzo. 

8.  Dr.  Conant  renders  baptidzo  "whelm"  45  times  out  of  63 
consecutive  occurrences.  These  words  never  mean  to  whelm. 
Whelm  cannot  be  derived  from  dip.  But  is  constantly  a 
meaning  of  words  that  mean  to  sprinkle,  pour,  primarily. 
Hence,  sprinkle  is  again  demonstrated  to  be  the  primary 
meaning  of  baptidzo. 

9.  These  words  never  come  to  mean  "  to  overflow."  Bap- 
tidzo does  mean  "  to  ovjerflow  "  the  first  time  it  ever  occurs  in 
a  literal  sense,  so  far  as  found.  Overflow  does  come  from 
words  meaning  sprinkle,  pour,  hence,  sprinkle  is  again  dem- 
onstrated to  be  the  primary  meaning. 

10.  These  words  never  mean  to  wash.  Baptidzo  does  often 
mean  to  wash.  Words  primarily  meaning  to  sprinkle,  to 
pour,  do  mean — constantly  come  to  mean  to  waJsh.  Hence 
dip,. immerse,  never  could  have  been  the  primary  meaning  of 
6a/)/irf^o,  but  sprinkle  was.  (1)  There  is  no  philological  or 
necessary  connection  between  immerse  and  wash.  You  may 
dip  in  filth,  slime,  corrupting  elements;  immerse  in  ink,  raud, 
filthy  pools,  corroding  elements,  as  well  as  water.  (2)  Wash 
as  a  meaning  of  baptidzo  is  older  than  immerse  by  from  one 
hundred  to  one  hundred  and  fifty  years.  Hence,  cannot  be 
derived  from  immei*se  as  a  meaning  oi  baptidzo. 

11.  Drs.  Gale,  Ingham,  Cox,  Morell,  Mell,  all  others  admit 
that  baptism  is  effected  "  by  superfusion,"  that  is  pouring 
upon.  But  superfusion  never  can  be , derived  Aom  dip^  or 
immerse.      Heqce  these  never   were  primary  meanings  of 

baptidzo.  '  ...     .. 

12.  ^a;7^u£eo  meant  "overflow"  one  hundred  and  seven^ 
nine  years  before  it  came  to  mean  immerse.  .Henee,i]iiiiMi* 
is  not  a  primary  or  even  an  early  meaning  t»f it;    '  '  ,      "*" 
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13.  It  meant" to  overwhelm"  two  hundred  and  twenty-two 
yeai-8  before  it  meant  to  immerse;  hence,  immerse  is  a  late 
meaning. 

14.  It  meant  asperse,  and  pour  abuse  upon  people,  thi^ee 
hundred  and  seventeen  years  before  it  meantimmerse.  Hence, 
immerse  never  was  a  primary  meaning. 

15.  It  is  claimed  that  bapiidzo  means  to  dip,  the  thing  they 
want.  Dip  cannot  philologically  c«>me  from  immerse.  The 
one  leaves  its  object  in,  the  other  at  once  removes  it — perfect 
opposites.  Dip  can  be  intensified  into  immerse,  not  immersQ 
into  dip. 

16.  All  meanings,  belonging  to  baptidzoy  or  claimed  for  it, 
are  derived  meanings,  and  often  prevailing  later  meanings  of 
words  primarily  meaning  to  sprinkle,  to  moisten,  where  it 
was  by  aftusion. 

17.  It  is  the  law  of  words  to  intensify,  not  to  grow  feebler. 
Our  word  prevent,  the  Hebrew  and  Greek  for  pray,  Greek 
and  Hebrew  for  know,  see  and  hosts  of  words,  stand  (khum)^ 
in  Hebrew  are  a  few  examples  out  of  scores  and  hundreds. 
Our  fifty  words  showed  it  sufficiently. 

18.  Our  whole  body  of  words  showed  that  it  is  the  uniform 
course  of  language  to  develop  the  class  of  meanings  found 
in  bapto  and  baptidzo,  always  from  aspersion  to  immersion, 
never  from  immersion  to  aspersion.  Hence  it  is  infallibly 
certain  that  sprinkle  was  the  primary  meaning  o{  baptidzo. 

As  many  facts  of  this  kind  apply  to  bapto,  the  root  word, 
which  all  immersionists  say  has  the  same  meaning  as  baptidzo^ 
as  the  above.  Words  properly  meaning  to  immerse  never 
mean  to  stain,  smear,  paint  nor  dye.  A  mass  of  facts  apply 
here. 

Id  the  face  of  these  facts,  how  little  do  we  care  for  Liddell 

and  Scott's  lexicon  with  its  absurdities  and  changes?    1.   It 

had  bathe,  moisten,  drench, pour  upon,  steep  "  dip  repeatedly," 

Bs  the  first  in  order.    Then  to  "  draw  water"  was  a  meaning^ 

No  sink,  no  immerse,  was  in  it  as  lateas  1851.    Does  that  show 

accaracy,  study  ?    Does  not  ba^^idwo  so  often  in  iron  age  Greeb; 

mean  to  sink  that  he  Qoald  not  liaye  l^l^d  to  see  it,  had  he 
26 
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looked?  Yon  will  think  so  at  least.  Now  the  very  meaning 
you  affirm  was  not  in  Liddell  and  Scott  at  all,  but  dip  is  re- 
peated, thongh  bapHdzo  never  means  dip.  Hence  we  say  Lid- 
dell and  Scott  in  this  word  show  less  sense  than  any  lexicon 
in  existence.     Yet  it  is  the  favorite  with  Baptists. 

0,  but  "he  changed  it."  Yes,  he  did  change  it.  1.  He 
takes  out  "  wet,  pour  upon."  Baptists  sleep  edsy  now.  2.  Ah, 
they  find  "pour"  under  fowo,  and,it  is  fiill  brother  to  baptidzo, 
and  Baptists  cannot  sleep  with  such  a  traitor  among  tlieir 
children  in  school.  It  is  stricken  out.  Baptists  snore  loudly 
now,  and  dream  sweetly.  3.  A  third  alann  is  sounded,  "to 
dip  repeatedly"  won't  do — out  with  that.  It  is  stricken  out 
AVe  will  get  this  "crazy''  lexicon  right  yet.  Baptists  feel 
good  all  over,  and  nod  refreshingly.  4.  A  cry  is  heard ,  there 
U  no  immerse,  our  pet  word  immerse  is  not  in  that  lexicon. 
It  is  changed  again,  and  the  Baptists  rest  well.  "And  still  he 
turns,  and  turning,  still  cries,  I  at  last  will  have  my  wll — der 
izoph  der  hn}i(fh(  on  hinten.^^ 

As  Liddell  and  Scott  figure  so  largely,  let  us*  turn  to  their 
preface  and  learn  some  facts  from  them.  They  can  best  tell 
us  what  thev  mean. 

1.  They  tell  us.  Preface,  xvii,  that  "for  the  most  part  we 

had  onh'  spare  hours  to  bestow"  on  the  work.    The  American 

editor  tells  Ui«  "his  time  was  limited;  the  best  portion  of  the 

(lay  was  wholly  occufMcd  with  lal>orious  professional  duties, 
and  lie  had,  therefore,  only  the  evenings  and  mornings  to 

devote  to  the  lexicons.  This  scantv  allowance  of  time,  with 
the  tedious  duty  of  proof-reading  "  offered  little  opportunity, 
etc.  Preface  to  American  Kd.  viii,  9.  Hero  we  sec  the  small 
amount  of  labor  spent — the  "scanty,"  " spare  hours,"  **  even- 
ings and  mornings  of  seven  to  eight  years — only  an  average 
of  a  few  moments  to  each  word.  In  one  lexicon  we  quoted, 
thirty  solid  years  were  spent  by  the  greatest  linguist  of  that 
century  of  linguists.  In  another,  an  aggregate  of  over  three 
hundred  years  of  constant  toil  and  investigation.  Paseow  spent 
U9  lifetime  on  his  work,  mainly  only  getting  one-third 
I  lexicon  finished.  Hence  he  spent  fifty  times  as  much 
d  pains  on  the  words  as  Liddell  &  Scott 
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2.  Liddell  and  Seott  say  (2  Pref.  xx),  their  plan  was  to 
m^ke  each  article  "  a  history  of  the  usage  of  the  word 
referred  to.  That  is,  we  have  always  sought  to  give  the  £ABLI- 
EST  authority  Jor  its  icse  first. 

Xow  turn  to  his  definition  of  baptidzo  and  he  gives  only 
three  authorities  for  the  word.  Plato,  alone,  has  the  meta- 
phorical meaning — "-"'overwhelmed  with  questions"  and  "soaked 
in  wine.''  Those  meanngs  can  never  be  derived  from  his 
first  definition — "  dip  repeatedly,  dip  under."  Now  for  this 
he  goes  way  down  in  the  iron  age  of  Greek  and  does  not  give 
an  authority  earlier  than  that,  and  no  authority  for  ^*  dip 
repeatedly,  dip  under."  The  earliest  he  gives  to  support  "dip 
a  vessel"  is  Plutarch — long  after  the  commission  was  given. 
Yet  they  (Liddell  and  Scott)  say  they  "  always  sought  to  give 
the  earliest  authority  for  its  w^e  first.''  Now,  then,  this  is  "the 
earliest  authority"  they  give  for  dip  Plutarch.  If  "  current 
use,  if  iisus  loquendi  was  the  primary  meaning,  then  baptidzo 
uever  meant  dip  in  Liddell  and  Scott's  estimation  till  long 
after  the  last  Apostle  was  dead.    That  is  too  late. 

But  that  is  not  all.  Liddell  and  Scott  tell  us  their  manner 
of  defining.  AtYer  certain  arrangements  they  say  their  order 
Id — "Then  the  interpretation  of  the  word,  with  examples, etc," 
after  Passow's  style.  Not  a  word  about  primary  meanings 
being  those  first  in  order.  They  tell  us  "  there  are  few  words 
thiit  do  not  change  their  significations  more  or  less  in  the 
downward  course  of  time.  lie  then  tells  us  a  word  occurs  in 
Homer  often  only  metaphorically,  that  occurs  in  a  literal  sense 
first  in  Plato.  True,  and  just  so  it  is  of  baptidzo — it  occur- 
ring in  a  literal  sense  first  in  Aristotle.  And  now  notice  fur- 
ther what  Liddell  and  Scott  day,  p.  xx.  "After  tlie  Attic 
writers,  Greek  underw*ent  a  great  change.'^  The  change  is 
COMPLETE  in  Polybius,  with  the  latter  historic  writers,  and 
Plutarch.  "  Ah,  indeed.  And  it  is  only  in  these  vei^y  writei^s 
that  BAPTIDZO  ever  means  to  immerse.    No  Lexicon  in  the  world 

HAS   GIVEN    ANY   OTHER  AUTHORITY  TO    SUPPORT    IMMERSE    THAN 
THESE  WHITERS  AND  THOSE  FOLLOWING  STILL  LATER.      Well  doUB 

for  Liddell  and  Scott.    But  Liddell  and  Scott  determined  to 
wipe  out  all  Dr.  G.  has  said.    They  affix  a  catalogue  of  au- 
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thors,  with  the  age  in  which  each  flourished,  that  we  may 
"  det?rmine  the  time  of  a  word's  first  u$age,  and  of  its  suhsi- 
qumt  changes  of  signification J^^  That  again  is  exactly  what  I 
<lid,  in  all  this  debate.  Now,  then,  Liddell  and  Scott  -tell  us 
what  they  mean  by  ''^4first  usage^^ — the  earliest  usage.  For 
earliest  usage  they  "  give  the  earliest  authority."  But  Plu- 
tarch is  the  earliest  they  give  for  a  literal  meaning,  or  for  dip, 
and  they  do  not  give  immerse  at  all  in  any  edition  till  the  last 
year  or  so,  when  it  had  undergone  half  a  dozen  changes  on 
jHst  this  one  word — one  change  oii  louo,  wash;  pour.  Plutarch 
-  flourished  about  A.  D.  110." 

We  would  not*  quote  so  much  here,  but  that  it  throws  light 
Oil  all  our  issues — changes  of  meanings,  etc.,  especialh'  the 
wonderful  changes  in  classic  Greek,  that  ushered  in  the  very 
writers  who  first  used  baptldzo  in  the  sense  of  immerse.  We 
are  completely  sustained  by  Liddell  and  Scott  in  all  points, 
and  our  opponent  crushed. 

Of  late  this  Lexicon  has  been  completely  manipulated  by 
iumicrsionists  as  already  shown.  Yet  it  does  not  sustain  them 
for  the  simple  reason  that  their  whole  theory  is  so  monstrous, 
unscientific  and  absurd,  it  cannot  he  sustained. 

Let  us  now  restate  plainly  the  facts. 

1.  Liddell  and  Scott,  1.  Define  baptidzo,  "To  dip  repeatedly  ; 
dip  under."  2.  They  erase  the  second  part,  and  later  put  it — 
''  dip  re]>eatedly."  o.  They  have  ''  wet,  pour  upon.''  "  They 
orase  those  definitions.  There  are  three  changes.  4.  They 
proceed  to  erase  "intoxicate,''  and  put  it  "overwhelmed.'' 
Here  are  four  changes.  5.  They  put  it  dip,  spoken  of  ships, 
to  sink  them.  This  is  five  changes  and  a  false  rendering. 
Who  ever  saw  a  ship  dip  in  the  sense  of  going  entirely  wider 
as  you  put  men  under  water  when  you  baptize  them?  fcjuch 
a  thing  never  occurred  on  earth.  A  ship  .dipping  is  fouv' 
fifths  out,  so  far  as  she  was  above  water.  When  a  ship  goes 
entirely  under,  it  rises  no  more.  6.  lie  next  takes  out  "dip 
repeatedly,"  and  patches  it  again,  in  his  Sixth  English  edition. 
7.  He  now  puts  in  "  immerse" — a  word  not  in  any  early  edi- 
tions. Here  then  they  have  changed,  re  changed,  and  changed 
again  this  Lexicon  on  this  one  word.     They  have  done  so  on  no 


Mode  of  Baptism.  405 

other.  It  is  a  good  Lexicon — admirable.  But  who  can  attach 
any  importance  to  what  tliey  sa}'  on  this  word  after  these  facts? 
It  is  a  good  Lexicon,  though,  only  because  it  is*  simply  a  con- 
densed translation  of  Passow.  It  never  would  have  been, 
as  they  stated,  but  for  Passow. 

Gentlemen,  of  what  value  among  thinkers  is  such  a  work? 
It  only  calls  for  contempt.  It  is  only  a  good  lexicon  in  other 
points,  because  Liddell  &  Scott  did  not  make,  but  merely  stole 
it.  It  claims  to  be  an  enlargemeift  of  Passow.  It  is  only  one- 
third  the  size  of  Passow,  as  you  can  see,  this  volume  being 
one  of  three  in  Passow,  and  the  one  is  far  larger  than  Liddell 
&  Scott.  He  professes  to  adopt  the  scientific  course  of  Passow, 
"to  make  each  article  a  history  of  the  word."  Our  analysis 
of  his  article  on  baptidzo  shows  how  false  it  is.  He  does  not 
quote  an  author  for  any  of  his  literal  meanings  earlier  than 
Plutarch,  years  after  Christ,  and  yet  gives  Plato  429  B.  C,  for 
a  metaphorical  use.  In  a  word,  it  never  occurred  to  Liddell 
&  Scott  that  there  must  be  a  literal  earlier  than  a  metaphorical 
meaning.     Now,  Doctor,  I  deliver  the  corpse  over  to  you. 

Tingo,  Dr.  Graves  renders  immerse.  Now  it  was  used  by 
the  fathers  always  as  Pedoba{»tists  use  baptidzo,  and  Germans 
taiifen,  without  implying  mode  specified.  He  ought  to  know 
this.  Take  a  few  examples.  Tertullian,  discussing  whether 
the  twelve  apostles  were  baptized,  refers  to  the  opinion  of 
many  that  when  they  were  sprinkled  yadspergo^  by  the  vio- 
lence of  the  waves,  and  Peter,  when  he  "  began  to  be  im- 
mersed,^' so  the  Greek  New  Testament  reads,  "  wassuflSciently 
mersed,  {satis  mersum),*^  but  Tertullian  thinks  it  is  one  thing 
to  be  sprinkled  or  mersed  where  it  was  not  wanted,  "  another 
to  be  baptized  {tingo)  by  the  discipline  of  religion."  He  often 
uses  it  thus  for  baptize.  In  De  Anima  he  uses  tingo^  then  gives 
latfo^  rnergo,  pro/undo  as  details  of  the  tivgo  baptize.  I  have  al- 
ready shown  that  moisten,  wet,  is  its  primary  and  general 
meaning,  stain  next. 

We  have  shown  that  the  fathers  were  with  us,  and  need  not 
quote  again  the  same  facts  over.  Indeed,  nothing  could  speak 
the  testimony  of  the  fathers  more  accurately  than  the  versions 
we  gave  you.    No  version  for  fifteen  hundred  years  supports 
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the  Doctor,  not  one.  All  support  us  overwhelmingly.  As  to 
metaphorical  uses,  are  they  not  always  based  on  real,  actual, 
literal  meanings?  Does  not  Carson  plainly  tell  him  that? 
Will  he  deny  it?  But  Origen  did  not  use  it  metaphorically, 
nor  David,  Ezekiel,  Christ,  or  Basil.  They  were  all  baptisms 
with  literal  water,  all  by  affusion.  There  was  not  a  metaphor 
anywhere  in  it.  The  land,  couch,  leet,  altar,  wood,  all  were 
physical  objects,  and  water  poured  on,  and  rain  poured  down, 
and  tears  dropping  down,  liaptizing,  were  all  literal  acts. 

The  Doctor  has  repeatedly  made  his  Hings  at  "contro- 
versialists."' We  regret  this.  It  is  in  bad  taste.  He  was  a 
controversialist  of  the  bitterest  type  ever  known,  perhaps,  in 
our  day,  when  I  was  a  youth  in  college.  If  controversy  be 
conducted  with  candor,  investigation  be  full  and  impartial, 
controversv  is  the  onlv  wav  to  elicit  the  whole  truth.  Clav, 
Webster  and  Calhoun,  Jefferson,  Madison  and  Hamilton, 
Bacon,  Locke,  Xcwton,  Copernicus,  Kepler,  Galileo,  Luther, 
Leibnitz,  Calvin,  Beza,  Wesley,  Bunyan  and  Arminius,  not  to 
say  Paul  and  Christ,  were  controversialists,  all,  and  almost 
constantly.  It  is  little  becoming  the  Doetor,  we  repeat,  to 
make  indelicate  flings.  They  may  be  hurled  back  if  persisted  in. 

We  have  never  put  the  Syriae  up  to  ocpnility  with  the  Greek 
text.  Others  have,  who  [»aid  no  attention  to  this  question  of 
baptism,  but  because  of  its  untold  advantages  in  settling  the 
true  import  of  the  Greek.  This  all  critiv^s  agree  to,  and  that 
is  just  what  we  have  done,  used  it  to  explain  the  Greek.  For 
that  use  we  have  every  scholar  in  the  world,  including  all 
Baptists,  with  u«. 

As  to  the  date  of  the  Peshito,  all  of  the  best  Oriental  scholars 
put  it  i«  the  apostolic  age,  and  among  the  Baptists  endorsing 
this  are  Gale,  Judd  and  J.  B.  Gi^aves,  LL.D.,  as  we  read  in  a 
foiiner  speech.  Origen,  born  only  eighty.five  years  after  John 
died,  quotes  the  Peshito.  It  was  in  familiar  use  then.  It  is 
quoted  or  used  by  a  Syrian,  A.  D.  220,  as  a  familiar  document. 
The  whole  Svrian  church — Nestorian,  his  enemv  the  Meno- 
phyrists,  Melchite  and  Maronite,  all  sects  agree  that  it  is 
AO-eval  with  the  Svrian  church,  which  we  all  know  existed  id 
\  day.      Tixxmelius,  FranciriS^  Martini,  Walton,  Lowth, 
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Oarpzoy,  Leusden,  Keauicott,  S,  Davidaou,  Palfrey,  Stiles,  all 
held  it  to  have  beeu  in  the  langaage  Christ  spoke,  and  of  the 
apostolic  age.  These  testimonies  weigh  down  the  opinions  of 
a  handred  Arnolds.  But  why  this  cry  now  against  a  Version 
that  inimersionists  all  held  in  such  estimation  a  feW  years  ago? 
They  then  thought  it  supported  them.  Qotch  led  them  into 
that  error.  Gotch,  Conant,  A.  Campbell,  Judd,  all  hted  their 
list  of  valuable  and  ancient  versions  with  the  Syriac! 

Dr.  Graves  rightly  told  you  the  Syriac  and  Arabic  "  amad  " 
were  the  same.  But  when  Michaelis  guesses  without  a  word 
of  support,  and  all  the  facts  against  him,  and  all  philolog}', 
that  it  is  the  same  as  another  word  of  another  root,  with  dif- 
ferent import,  he  is  as  wild  as  that  "  crazy  "  man  who  sug- 
gested that  baptidzo  was  from  bathos^  a  word  as  properly  apply- 
ing to  altitudes,  heights  as  depths ;  and  so  to  baptize  you  would 
ouly  have  to  elevate,  lift  up  a  man  and  he  would  be  ^'bathosed' 
or  baptized.     "Crazy  "  yet ! 

• 

At  last  the  D«>ctor  resolves  to  die  in  the  last  ditch.  He  says: 
"  I  take  my  position  fair,  square  upon  it.  It  is  to  dip,  immerse." 
But  Michaelis,  iu  his  own  lexicon,  gives  it,  **  wash,  baptize; 
(Aphel),  immerse."  By  your  law  you  must  take  the.jfirst 
meaning. 

Catafago,  who  lived  among  ih^  Arabs  sixteen  yeare  as  a 
scholar,  in  his  lexicon  gives  it  only  the  meaning,  "to  be  wet 
with  rain." 

Castell,  equivalent  to  twenty-one  lexicons  on  this,  based  on 
two  native  Syrian  lexicons  when  it  was  a  living  language, 
lunth  and  tenth  centuries,  supports  this, and  gives  us  sprinkle, 
bedew,  sprinkle  with  rain,  dew,  etc. 

Gutbier  gives  to  dip,  no  immerse,  only  baptize  and  "susten- 
tavit,"  that  all  know  is  an  error,  and  opposed  to  dip  or  immerse. 

Let  the  Baptist  Gotch  show  just  one  place  where  immerse, 
Greek  katadunoy  or  katapontizo  etc.,  or  dupto^  are  translated  amad. 
We  have  given  undeniable  instances  where  the  Greek  louo^ 
wash,  pour,  sprinkle,  is  translated  awiarf,  and  here  they  are 
before  you.  Facts  settle  the  matter,  and  show  what  authority 
is  correct. 
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Gesenins  and  Schindler,  thought  amad  was  the  same  as  the 
Hebrew,  simply  because  spelled  alike,  but  all  scholars  know 
that  often  two  Hebrew  words  are  spelled  exactly  alike,  as  are 
English  words,  yet  radically  different  in  meaning  and  use. 
Thej'  have  it"  stand,"  because  they  "  stood  who  were  baptized.' 

Gesenius  has  it:  ^*'  Arrwd  is  to  baptize,  because  he  stood  in 
the  water  to  be  baptized."  "Quia  baptizandus  stabat  in 
aquam."  This  answers.  This  is  runious  to  dip,  etc.,  but  is  a 
false  philology,  as  Dr.  Graves  will  agree. 

The  reason  assigned  why  the  Viersion  was  made  in  the 
interior  is  not  sufficient.  The  Syriac  of  Galilee  was  a  crude 
dialect,  that  of  Jerusalem  mixed,  and  that  will  account  for 
Matthew's  gospel  not  surviving  in  the  old  Syriac  dialect  in 
which  it  was  composed.  In  Jerusalem  they  had  the  gospel  in 
the  Syriac,  if  not  several  other  parts  of  the  New  Testament, 
before  the  Greek  ones  were  made.  All  history  and  all  the 
facts  support  this,  as  S.  Davidson  shows  in  his  Introduction, 
vol.  i.  The  carrying  the  gospel  to  all  nations  required  it  in 
Greek,  as  that  tongue  was  familiar  with  multitudes  in  Egypt, 
Asia  Minor,  Rome,  Palestine,  and  all  Greece. 

But  the  pure  dialect  of  Syria  was  the  one  a  version  would 
survive  in,  and  there  it  was  made,  where  Paul  and  John  had 
preached  so  often,  as  well  as  Thaddeus.  All  Syria  held  that 
Thaddeus  made  the  version  of  the  New  Testament,  (Biblio- 
theca  Orient,  tom.  iii,  p.  212).  There  is  no  shadow  of  proof 
to  the  contrarv. 

Once  more  the  Doctor  tries  his  hand  on  Leigh — quoting 
from  second  hand  no  doubt,  hence  mislead.  He  quotes  Leigh 
as  saying  of  bdptidzo:  "Its  native,  proper  signification  is  to 
plunge  into  water."  Leigh  says  nothing  of  the  kind,  but  just 
the  reverse,  as  already  produced.  That  is  an  out  an  out  im- 
mersionist  who  wrote  iramediatelv  after  the  revival  of  learn- 
ing,  when  immersion  was  law^  gospel,  salvation  and  all,  to  the 
parties  so  holding,  and  quoted  by  Leigh  on  their  side,  as  he 
gives  both  sides.  But  his  own  position  was  given ;  it  primarily 
meant  any  kind  of  washing,  even  that  "where  there  was  no 
immerfiion  present,"  as  well  as  adspergei^e^  to  sprinkle. 


Mode  of  Baptism.  409 

It  was  on  louo  Liddell  and  Scott  still  retain  pour  in  the 
English  work,  a  copy  of  which  I  examined.  It  is  rightly 
quoted  that  way  in  your  Ingham,  p.  455,  in  your  hand,  as  I 
see  you  have  it. 

Now,  then,  with  these  additional  facts  before  us,  how  stands 
the  case?  What  has  he  done  but  quibble,  misunderstand  us, 
miss  the  quotations,  dart  here  and  there,  but  all  to  no  purpose. 
We  have  pursued  him  into  every  retreat,  routed  him  from 
every  position,  until  like  the  deer  pressed  to  its  last  refuge,  it 
faints  and  falls  by  the  way. 

What  has  he  done  with  our  Laver  argument?  Nothing  at 
all.  Mainly  he  never  noticed  it  at  all — only  to  question 
whether  he  had  included  so  and  so  in  the  quotation  I  made 
from  him,  asserting  that  Hebrews  ix.  10  referred  to  the 
washings  under  the  law.  For  fifteen  hundred  years  all  bap- 
tisms  were  by  affusion.  Every  Jew  daily  thus  baptized.  It 
was  with  water.  They  anointed  with  (en)  oil — washed  (Jiudati) 
with  water,  and  they  baptized  with  water.  They  were  baptized 
with  the  Spirit — it  was  poured  on  them  as  the  pitchers  of  water 
were  poured  on  the  altar  in  Elijah's  day;  they  pour  on  the 
water  says  the  Bible,  poured  it  on  the  altar  and  the  wooiL 
Greek  writers  say  baptized  the  altar — baptized  the  wood. 

Such  are  the  facts,  and  they  will  stand  forever.  The  Bux- 
toHF  you  quote  is  not  the  great  author  I  quoted,  but  his  son — 
wrong  again.  The  old  and  greaf  lexicographer  never  wrote  a 
Syriac  lexicon. — [  l\me  out. 
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DR.  GRAVES^  SEVENTEENTH  SPEECH. 

Replication. 

Mr.  President: — There  are  several  matters  in  my  oppo- 
nent's ibrnier  ppeeches  I  wish  to  notice  before  submitting 
them  to  the  verdict  of  public  opinion. 

And  tirst,  I  will  assure  him  that  no  amount  of  threatening 
can,  for  one  moment,  deter  me  from  exposing  the  use  he  has 
made  of  Schleu:<ner  and  IStokius  in  order  to  convince  the 
world  that  Baptists  are  unbaptized.  His  book^  containing  his 
statements,  has  gone  forth  to  the  world,  and  his  speeches  are 
to  be  given  to  tlie  printed  page  to  go  forth,  and  these  state- 
ments he  is  wont,  in  his  public  lectures,  to  make  all  over  the 
Southwest;  and  it  is  time  they  should  be  corrected. 

He  urges,  in  Justitieation  of  his  suppressing  a  part  of  what 
Schleusnor  says  4>f  baptidzo^  that  1,  nor  Alex.  Campbell,  nor 
Ingham,  have  given  all  the  definitions.  If  Mr.  Campbell,  or 
Ingham,  or  myself,  have  done  a  great  wrong  it  in  no  way 
excuses  Eld.  Ditzler.  But  have  we,  in  any  sense,  misrepre- 
sented Selileusner?  We  only  professed  to  give  what  he 
declares  to  be  the  primary  and  proper  definition  of  baptidzo^ 
seeking,  a^  we  are,  for  its  us^  in  this  sense  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment, not  what  he  claimed  to  be  the  secondary  and  figurative 
use  of  the  word,  for  on  these  he  discourses  through  a  page  and 
a  half  of  his  lexicon,  nothing  of  which  has  any  weight  in 
determining  its  literal  and  proper  meaning.  This  is  the 
reason  why  I  have  only  given,  as  a  rule,  the  priman*  signifi- 
cation of  Passow\  and  all  other  lexicons,  and  for  this  reason 
A.  Campbell,  and  Ingham,  and  writers  generally,  quote  the 
primary  definitions  only ;  and  in  doing  so  the  lexicons  are  not 
misrepresented. 

But  Eld.  Ditzler,  in  this  instance,  has  palbably  suppressed 
an  explanation  of  Schleusner,  a  part  of  a  sentence,  so  that  he 
makes  him  testifv  to  a  numifest  untruth,  and  to  what  Schleos* 
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ner  does  not  say  wheu  his  whole  sentence  is  correctly  trans- 
lated. The  suppression  is  openly  confessed,  and  it  is  one 
that  no  scholar  or  controversialist  can  be  excused  for  perpe- 
trating.    Take  it  as  he  gives  it,  and  as  it  stands  in  his  book. 

**  Baptidzo,  Proprie :  immergo  ac  intiugo,  in  aquam  mer^,  bajdo  •  * 
In  hacauteiuMginlleatioue  nunquam  in  XovoTestaniento,  sedea  frequen- 
tius  in  Script.  Gr.  legitur,  v.  c,  Diod.  Sic,  i.  ch.  36,  de  Nilo  exun- 
dante,"  etc. 

"Eroperly,  to  immerse  or  (iip,  to  plunge  into  water,  from  bapto,  •  ♦ 
But  in  this  sense  it  never  occurs  in  the  New  Tffltament,  but  it  does 
occur  very  frequently  in  the  Greejk  [classic]  \%Titers,  for  example,  in  Diodo- 
rus  Siculus,  upon  the  overflowing  of  the  Nile,*'  etc. 

K  this  is  a  full  and  fair  statement  of  what  Schleusner  says, 
then  he  does  say  that  baptidzo  is  never  used  in  its  proper, 
literal  signification — L  e.,  "  to  immerse,"  '^  to  dip,"  "  to  plunge 
into  water,"  in  the  Xew  Testarnent,  which  is  contrary  to  what 
he  says  elsewhere  under  baptisma,  and  contrarj'  to  the  testi- 
mony of  all  standard  critics  and  lexicographers.  To  make 
Schleusftcr  say  this  is  to  put  a  falsehood  into  his  mouth.  But 
does  he  say  it?  is  the  question.  I  affirm  that  he  does  not;  the 
very  text  manifestly  shows  he  does  not.  I  give  it  Once  more, 
letter  and  point,  as  it  stands  in  the  lexicon. 

"  Baptidzo,  1.  Proprie :  Immergo  ac  intingo,  in  aquam  mergo,  a  bapto, 
et  respondet  Hebraieo  tavcU,  2  Reg.  v.  14,  in  vers,  Alex,  et  tova,  apud 
Hymmachum  Psalm  Ixviii.  5;  et  apud  incertum,  Ps.  ix.  6.  In  hae  signiti- 
c«tione  nunquam  in  N.  T.,  sed  ta  frequentius  in  Script.  Gr.  legitur,  v.  c, 
Diod.  Sic,  i.  ch.  36,  deNiloexeundante:  ^.tooncheraaioon  therioon  tapdUa 
hupo  tori  potoinou  peril-ephthenta  diaphtheiretai  baptizotnena,^  Multa 
terrestuum  animalium,  aflumine  deprehensorum,  submersione  periunt.^' 

Which  I  translate : 

— "Properly,  to  plunge  into  and  dip  in,  to  sink  into  water,  fW>m  bapto, 
and  corresponds  to  the  Hebrew  taval,  2  Kings  v.  14,  in  the  Alexandrian 
version,  and  [corresponds]  to  tava  in  Symmachus  Psalm  lx%iii.  5,  and  in 
an  unknown  writer  in  Psalm  ix.  0.  In  this  signification  it  is  never  used 
in  the  New  TcHtament,  but  frequently  in  Greek  writers,  ibr  example,  v. 
<•.,  Diod.  Sic,  i.  c.  36,  concerning  the  overflow  of  the  Nile.  [Omitting 
the  Greek  andailopting  Schleusner's  translation  of  it.]  Many  land  ani- 
mals, overtaken  by  the  river,  perished  by  the  submersion.*' 

Now,  the  whole  matter  in  dispute,  turns  on  what  "  hac^* 
refers  to  in  fifth  line.  Does  it  refer  to  the  last  mentioned 
meaning  of  tara,  as  given  in  the  two  last  psahns  quoted,  or  to 
the  signification   distinguished  by  the  term  "/jropnV,"   and 
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answering  to  the  Hebrew  word  tavalf  Undoubtedly  to  the  last, 
tava^  which  is  used  in  the  two  Psalms  referred  to,  in  the  sense 
of  to  destroy  by  the  overflowing  j  and  Schleusner  declares  that 
in  this  sense — i.  e.,  "to  drown,  to  perish  by  the  submersion," 
it  is  never  used  in  the  New  Testament,  but  often  in  classic 
writers.  I  submit  my  translation  and  construction  with  con- 
fidence  to  the  verdict  of  every  scholar  on  the  continent.  I  do 
not  think  Dr.  Varden,*  nor  Dr.  Talbert,  nor  Dr.  Breaker,  nor 
any  other  member  of  mv  committee  of  referees,  will  hesitate 
to  endorse  them  as  correct.  Not  to  influeifce  the  verdict  of 
scholars,  but  for  this  occasion,  I  made  my  translation  and 
criticism  and  submitted  them  to  Jas.  P.  Boyce,  President 
of  the  Southern  Theological  Seminary,  one  of  the  ripest 
scholars  of  this  age,  for  his  opinion,  which  I  only  received  last 
night.     He  says  : 

**Upon  tlie  passage  you  are  undoubtedly  correct.  The  hoc  cannot 
refer  to  the  first,  but  to  the  last,  and  only  to  the  second  as  it  may  be  re- 
gajxled  as  identical  with  the  last.    I  think  it  has  reference  to  the  last  only." 

I  now  submit  this  as  a  case  made  out, and  as  one  of  the  most 
flagrant  suppressions  of  the  words  of  an  author,  making  him 
to  sa}'  tlie  very  opposite  of  what  he  does  say,  that  I  have  ever 
met  with.  His  attempt  to  turn  it  oft'  with  a  sneer  or  a  laugh 
will  not  avail  Lim.  His  false  coin,  that  he  has  been  so  long 
passing  oft'  on  the  ignorant  and  credulous,  is  at  last  nailed  to 
the  counter. 

I  refer  all  back  to  my  former  speech,  that  they  may  see 
Schleusner's  definitions  of  the  noun  baptisma^  which  Eld. 
Ditzlcr  entirely  fails  to  give,  because,  had  he  given  it,  every 
one  could  see  for  himself  how  foujly  the  author  had  been 
dealt  with.  Instead  of  saying  that,  in  the  New  Testament, 
l>aptism  is  never  used  in  the  sense  of  "to  immerse,"  he  says: 

**  Bnpiismn  is  a  verbal  noun  from  the  perfect  passive  of  the  verb  haptidm, 
( 1 )  ProiKTly,  immersion,  a  dipping  into  water,  a  bathing.  Hence  it  b 
transferr^Hl  (2)  to  the  sacred  rite  which  preeminently  is  called  baptism, 
and  IN  WHICH  FORMERLY  THEY  WERE  IMMERSED  IN 
W'ATER,  that  they  might  be  obligated  to  the  true  divine  religion." 

You  see,  that  wlien  referring  to  the  physical  act  of  baptism, 


I 


I     *  Dr.  Varden  was  ohairmnn  of  the  speaker's  committee  of  refereeB,  vii., 
'  Dr.  J.  M.  D.  Breaker,  and  Dr.  H.  Talbert 
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Schleasner  says  it  means  nothing  else  tlian  immersion  or  a 
(lipping  into  water,  and  that  this  is  its  sacred  or  Xew  Testa- 
ment use. 

Stokiu»'  Lexicon. 

« 

The  impression  he  has  sonjlit  to  make  witli  this  lexicon  is 
not  justified  in  the  least  by  the  language  of  its  author.  If  I 
have  been  correctly  impressed,  it  is  that  this  distinguished 
scholar  teaches  that  haptidzo.  means  '-to  wash,  to  apply  water 
in  any  way,  to  sprinkle,"  etc.  Let  me  place  Stokius  and  A. 
Campbell  in  their  true  light  before  my  hearers  and  the  world. 

Stokius  gives,  first  the  general  and  then  the  special,  signi- 
fication of  words,  then  the  tropical  ov  Jif/nrutue  uses  at  length. 
With  the  figurative  uses  of  haptidzo  we  have  nothing  to  do  in 
determining  the  action,  therefore  we  do  the  lexicographer  no 
injustice  when  we  give  only  his  meanings  of  a  word  when  used 
in 'its  physical  sense.  Therefore  Mr.  Campbell,  nor  m\'seU*, 
nor  any  other  man,  is  chargeable  vvith.  fault  because  we  give 
only  the  literal,  primary  definitions  of  Stokius,  and  in  no  sense 
change  his  meaning. 

What  does  he  say  about  adspcrgendo  ?  lie  simply  gives  it  as 
his  opinion  that  the  washing  or  cleansing,  which  Ue  says  is 
figuratively  called  baptism  in  two  places  in  the  Xew  Testu- 
ment  to  which  he  refers  (Mark  vii.  4,  Luke  xi.  38,  where  the 
Pharisees,  returning  from  market,  are  said  not  to  eat  unless 
they  had  baptized  themselves),  might  be  and  was  accustomed 
to  be  performed  by  sprinkling  water.  This  is  an  opinion  only, 
which  is  opposed  by  Dr.  Alting,  Dr.  Kitto,  Dr.  Meyer,  Mai- 
monides,  and  all  Jewish  commentators,  who,  it  must  be  allowed, 
understood  their  own  customs.  But  grant  that  the  washing 
before  eating,  in  this  instance,  was  performed  by  sprinkling, 
docs  it  help  Eld.  Ditzler's  case?  Not  the  least,  for  Stokius 
says  it  is  only  called  a  baptism  by  a  figure  of  speech,  as  we  are 
accustomed  to  say  the  land  was  baptized  in  blood  and  tears,  or 
immersed  in  calamities,  overwhelmed  by  taxation,  etc. ;.wc 
have  only  the  effect  in  our  mind,  and  have  no  reference  to  the 
act  that  produced  it. 

But  this  figure  is  not  found  in  the  inspired  text,  it  is  only 
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tiie  creation  of  the  English  translators.  ,The  Holy  Spirit  says, 
that  when  they  came  from  market,  the  Pharisees  did  not  eat 
\nthoiit  first  washing  themselves — taking  a  bath,  says  the 
Syriac.  Our  translators  unfortunately  translated  fHiptidzohere 
figuratively  by  ''wash/'  instead  of  literally  and  properly,  *•  im- 
merse," hence,  all  this  confusion  of  ideas  gotten  up  about 
it.  Stokius  then  tells  us  that  by  another ///-f/rc  called  sj/m^- 
(fochey  where  a  parfh  put  for  the  whole^  it  is  used  to  denote  the 
whole  ministry  of  John,  as  in  Acts  xix.  3.  Will  Eld.  Ditzler 
claim  that  the  ministry  ofJohn  is  one  of  the  proper  meanings 
of  baptidzoi  It  is  certainly  just  as  much  so  a.^  "-^  to  wash,"  "to 
cleanse,"  '*  to  wet,'' ''  to  luoist^in/'  are.  The  former  is  so  used 
by  synecdoche,  and  the  latter  only  by  metonymy. 

Then  Stokiiis  8a\'s,  thirdly,  that  by  metonymy  haptidzo  de- 
notes the  miraculous  outpouring  of  the  Holy  {Spirit  at  peute- 
c><:)st,  as  well  on  account  of  the  abundance  of  the  gifts  of  the 
Spirit,  as  that  formerly  water  was  poured  copiously  upon  those 
baptized,  or  they  were  briefly  immersed  in  water.  In  this 
sentence  I  confess  that  Stokius  speaks  more  like  a  churchman 
ttiau  a  scholar — his  own  baptism  is  at  stake.  But  he  says 
that  the  outpouring  of  the  Holy  Spirit  was  called  a  baptism, 
not  because  it  was  so  in  fact,  or  in  its  action,  but  in  its  effect, 
and  therefore  ti^'urativelv  called  so  because  of  its  abundance — 
it  brought  them  all  wholly  within  its  influence — there  was  an 
immersion  in  effect.  Thev  were  as  thorousrhlv  under  its  in- 
fluenee  as  though  immersed  in  it. 

Now  these  are  all  the  meanings  he  gives  of  baptidzo,  when 
used  tff^ral/*/^  anywhere.  In  this  Mr.  Campbell  did  not  mis- 
represent him,  and  in  quoting  his  testimony  as  to  the  proper 
meaning  of  bapttdzo^  only  these  need  be  given.  To  make  this 
author  favor  sprinkling  as  the  only  New  Testament  mode. 
Elder  Ditzler  would  iain  make  Stokius  say,  as  he  does 
Schleusner,  that  in  its  proper,  literal  sense  of  "to  immerse  "and 
"dip"  it  is  not  used  in  the  New  Testament.  Does  Stokius 
say  this?  If  under  his  definition  of  baptidzo  he  leaves  any 
doubt,  we  should  look,Blackstone  tells  us,  elsewhere  for  some- 
written  by  the  same  author  on  the  same  subject,  etc 
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Let  us  examine  his  definition  oi  bdpUdzo^  the  only  noun  in  the 
New  Testament  used  to  designate  baptism : 

"  Baftisma.  1.  'i  CTeneratim  et  vi  originLs  notiit  immerwhnrm  vel  in- 
tinctUmem,  2. )  Speeiatim,  a  )  proprU  iiotat  immir^ionem^  vel  iniinctiomem  rei 
in  aquam^  ut  abluatur,  \k\  lavetur.     Hiuc  transfertur  ad  dt'^gnanduni 

primum  Novi  Tc^taiuenti  sacrnmrnfttm  qU(Ml  initiationis  vootint,  neilipe  l*tijh- 
litmumj  quo  baptizaiidi  olim  in  ac|iiaiii  inimergebeantur,  utut  hcMlieniini 
aqua  ils  saltern  adHpergatur,  ut  a  peccati  Hordibus  abluantiu',  ilHibi  reiiii:^- 
tdonem  eonsequaiitur,  et  in  fiiedere  j^tiii^  recipiautur,  tanquam  ha^reues 
\it«  «etem»." 

Whicli  I  translate: 

**  Baptism  A.  1.  Generally,  and  by  force  of  the  original,  it  denot^'s  im- 
mersioQ  or  dipping.  ±  Si^ecially  «,  Properly,  it  denotes  the  immersion  or 
dipping  of  a  thJng  in  water  that  it  may  lie  dean^MHi  or  washed.  Hencn;,  it 
is  transferrer)  t4>  de^gnate  the  fiTHi  Ka<*rament  of  the  New  Testament, 
which  they  call  of  initiation,  namely  baptinm,  in  which  tlui:^  to  l>e  baj>- 
tl^ed  were  formerly  immersed  into  water;  tiiough  at  this  time  the  water 
is  only  sprinkled  upon  them,  that  they  ma^'  be  cleansed  from  the  i>ollu- 
tions  of  sin.  receive  tlie  remission  (»f  it,  and  Ite  received  into  Uie  covenant 
of  grace,  a«  heirs  of  eternal  life." 

This  testiraonj'  of  Stokius,  which  sets  him  in  a  clear  light 
before  the  most  common  mind,  Elder  Ditzler  entirely  sup- 
presses, and  substitutes  for  it  a  few  definitions  of  bapttlsnKkf,  :i 
noun  never  used  to  denote  the  baptismal  rite,  as  "washing, 
cleansing,  baptism."  Is  this  treating  a  witnet^s  fairly — not  to 
permit  him  to  8|>eak  the  whole  truth  and  to  distort  what  he 
does  say  ? 

But  is  it  supposable  that  Stokius  says  anything,  wlien  he 
defines  bapiidzo^  that  contradicts  tliis?    By  no  means. 

He  says  that  tropU^aUy^  which  he  explains  to  mean  by  a  figure 
of  speech  called  metonf/my^  where  one  thing  as  the  effect  of  an 
fiction  is  spoken  of  in  place  of  the  action  or  cause  that  pro- 
duced it — by  this  figure,  and  only  by  this  figure,  is  baptidzo 
ever  used  in  the  sense  of'  to  cleanse,"  '*to  wash,"  and  the  fact 
that  we  are  accustomed  to  dip  anything  in  order  to  wash  or 
cleanse  it,  suggested  the  figure — but  what  intelligent  person 
would  say  that  "  to  wash"  or  ''  to  cleanse,"  are  proper,  and  real 
definitions  of  baptidzo  ? 

But  does  Stokius  intimate  that  Christian  baptism  was 
administered  by  Christ  or  his  apostles  by  sprinkling?     If  he 
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did,  it  would  amount  to  sliy  opinion  only;  but  giving  the  proper 
meaning  of  words  is  a  matter  of  fact 

Against  his  statement  under  baptidzo,  that  the  subjects  were 
formerly  copiously  poured  upon,  as  well  as  immersed  in  water, 
we  must  place  his  positive  statement  under  haptumaj  (which 
he  says  is  a  word  transferred  to  designate  the  sacred  rite),  "in 
which  formerly  those  baptized  were  immersed  in  water 
although  to-day  water  is  merely  sprinkled  upon  them,"  etc. 

I  have  thus  placed  the  testimony'  of  Stokius,  as  that  of 
Schleusner,  fullv  before  you.  We  can  all  see  what  he  dots 
and  what  he  does  not  say. 

Ue  does  not  say  that  the  proper  and  literal  meaning  oi  bap- 
tidzo  in  the  Xew  Testament  is  '*to  wash,"  or  "to  cleanse,"  but 
'*  to  immerse,"  "  to  dip  into  water,"  and  that  it  can  only  be 
used  to  denote  "to  wash,"  or  "to  cleanse"  b}'  2^  figure  of  speech. 
lie  thinks  that  the  Pharisees  cleansed  themselves  when  they 
came  from  market  by  sprinkling,  and,  therefore,  that  washing 
may  sometimes  be  effected  by  sprinkling.  What  shadow  of 
support  does  all  this  give  to  prove  that  sprinkling  was  enjoined 
by  Christ  for  Christian  baptism  ?  Not  so  much  as  a  figura- 
tive support. 

In  view  of  the  use  Eld.  Ditzler  has  made  of  Stokius  and 
Schlcusner,  it  must  be  that  his  translations  and  use  of  author- 
ities will  be  very  carefully  examined  before  they  are  received, 
and  his  violent  charges  of  unfaithfulness,  quibbling  and  sup- 
pression in  others  will  return  upon  his  own  head.  I  will  now 
advance  mv  arsrument  direct. 

Argument— Proof  from  the  Universal  Testimony  of  Pedobaptitt  HittoriaRS 
/  of  all  Denominations. 

I  introduce  mv  argument,  which  will  be  but  the  testimont 
(►f  histx)rians,  Protestants  and  Catholics,  with  the  following 
Historical  Examination,  which  occurred  this  year,  and  the 
vindication  of  the  professor  of  historj*.  I  clip  it  from  a  Con- 
gregational paper.   The  Mirror^  Maine  : 

**  Ark  the  Baptists  Historically  Riairr?— At  the  anniTenuyof 
our  'nKK>logieal  Seminary  at  Bangor,  a  few  days  since,  the  dsM  qndef 
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examination  in  Church  History  gave  some  answers  which  struck  me  as 
extremely  remarkable.  The  questions  of  the  professor,  and  replies  of  the 
students,  were  substantially  as  follows : 

'' Q— What  was  the  apostolic  and  primitive  mode  of  baptism? 

"  A. — By  immersion. 

"  Q. — Under  what  circumstances  only  was  sprinkling  allowed? 

"  A. — In  case  of  sickness. 

**  Q.— When  was  the  practice  of  sprinkling  and  pouring  generally  intio- 
duced? 

"  A.-— Not  until  the  fourteenth  century. 

**  Q. — For  what  reason  was  the  change  adopted. 

"  A— As  Christianity  advanced  and  spread  in  colder  latitudes,  the  sever- 
ity of  the  weather  made  it  impracticable  to  immerse. 

"  The  Professor  of  Church  History  approved  the  answers,  which  faith- 
fully represented  his  teachings,  and  none  of  the  clergymen  present  seemed 
to  call  the  statements  in  question.  Yet  if  such  are  the  facts,  the  Baptists 
are  historically  correct,  and  we  as  a  denomination  are  wrong,  both  in  our 
literature  and  practice." 

Are  these  answers  correct?  Prof.  L.  L.  Paine,  D,  D.,  who 
occupies  the  chair  of  Ecclesiastical  History,  in  Bangor  Theo- 
logical Seminary,  Congregationalist,  thus  answers  for  himselt : 

**  It  may  be  honestly  asked  by  some.  Was  inmiersion  the  primitive  form 
of  baptism ;  and  if  so,  what  then  ?  As  to  the  question  of  fact,  the  testi- 
mony is  ample  and  decisive.  No  matter  of  church  history  is  clearer. 
The  evidence  is  all  one  way,  and  all  church  historians  of  any  repute  agree 
in  accepting  it  We  cannot  claim  even  originality  in  teaching  it  in  a 
Congregational  Seminary.  And  we  really  feel  guilty  of  a  kind  of  an- 
achronism in  writing  an  article  to  insist  upon  it.  It  is  a  point  on  which 
ancient,  medlseval  and  modem  historians  alike.  Catholic  and  Protestant, 
Lutheran  and  Calvhiist,  have  no  controversy.  And  the  simple  reason 
for  this  unanimity  is  that  the  statements  of  the  early  Fathers  are  so  clear, 
and  the  light  shed  upon  these  statements  fh)m  the  early  customs  of  the 
church  is  so  conclusive,  that  no  historian  who  cares  for  his  reputation 
would  dare  to  deny  it,  and  no  historian  who  is  worthy  of  the  name 
would  wish  to.  There  are  some  historical  questions  concerning  the  early 
church  on  which  the  most  learned  writers  disagree — for  example,  the 
question  of  infant  baptism ;  but  on  this  one,  of  the  early  practice  of  im- 
mersion, the  most  distinguished  antiquarians,  such  as  Bingham,  Augusti 
(Coleman),  Smith  (Dictionary  of  the  Bible),  and  historians,  such  as  Mo- 
sheim,  Gieseler,  Hase,  Neander,  Milman,  Schaff,  Alzog  (Catholic),  hold 
a  common  language.  The  following  extract  fh)m  Coleman's  Antiquities 
very  accurately  expresses  what  all  agree  to : 

'  In  the  primitive  church,  immersion  was  undeniably  the  common  mode 
of  baptism.    The  utmost  that  can  be  said  of  sprinkling  in  that  early  pe- 
riod is  that  it  was,  in  case  of  necessity,  permitted  as  an  exception  to  a  gen-  \ 
era!  rule.    This  fitct  is  so  well  established  that  it  were  needless  to  adduce    ] 
authorities  in  proof  of  it'  ^^/ 

•27  "^ 
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"  As  one  fiirther  illustration  we  quote  from  Schaff 's  Apostolic  Church : 

I  ^  As  to  the  outward  mode  of  administering  this  ordinance,  inunersion, 

«^ .     and  not  sprinkling,  was  unquestionably  the  original,  normal  form.' 

^But  while  immersion  was  the  universal  custom,  an  abridgment  of 
the  rite  was  fi-eely  allowed  and  defended  in  cases  of  urgent  necessity,  such 
as  sickness  and  approaching  death,  and  the  i>eculiar  form  of  HprinlcllTig 
thus  came  to  be  known  as  '*  clinical"  baptism,  or  the  baptism  of  the  sick. 
It  is  somewhat  significant  that  no  controversy  of  any  account  ever  rose  in 
the  Church  on  this  question  of  tlie  form  of  baptism,  down  to  t^ie  Befor- 
mation.  And  hence  it  is  difficult  to  determine  with  complete  accuracy 
just  when  immersion  gave  way  to  sprinkling  as  the  common  church 
practice.  The  two  forms  were  employed,  one  as  the  rule,  the  other  as  the 
exception,  until,  as  Christianity  traveled  northward  into  a  colder  climate, 
the  exception  silently  grew  to  be  the  rule. 

**  As  late  as  the  thirteenth  century,  immersion  still  held  its  ground,  as  is 
shown  in  a  passage  in  the  Summa  Iheologica  of  St.  Thomas  Aquinas, 
where  the  arguments  in  favor  of  the  two  modes  of  baptism  are  compared, 
and  the  conclusion  is  drawn  that  immersion  is  the  safer  because  the  more 
common  form,  (quia  hoc  habet  communiorem  usum ).  Three  centurief* 
later,  in  the  time  of  the  Beformers,  sprinkling  had  become  common,  and 
even  quite  universal ;  though  Calvin  speaks  of  the  different  forms  of  bap- 
tism in  a  way  which  seems  to  imply  that  immersion  was  by  no  means 
obsolete.  So  that  Dr.  Schaff  puts  the  date  quite  early  enou^,  we  think, 
when  he  says  that '  not  until  the  end  of  the  thirteenth  o^itury  did  sprink- 
ling become  the  rule  and  immersion  the  exception.'  It  is  to  be  remarked, 
also,  that  this  change  occurred  only  in  the  Western  or  Latin  Church.  In 
the  Greek  Church,  immersion  has  remained  the  rule  to  the  present  day." 

I  propose  to  commeuce  with  the  historians  of  the  oldest 
church  and  come  down. 

My  argument  is,  That  act  that  was  practiced  by  John  the 
Baptist,  by  the  apostles,  and  by  all  the  apostolic  churches,  and 
which  has  been  perpetuated  until  this  day,  must  truly  repre- 
sent the  signification  which  Christ  intended,  and  the  apostles 
understood  by  baptidzo. 

Apostolic  and  Pott-Apottolic  Writart,  A.  D.  8S-I00t 

John,  A.  D.  SO.  ^^  I  indeed  immerse  you  in  water."  Matt 
iii.  10. 

Paul,  A.  D.  85  to  60.  "  Therefore  we  were  buried  with  h'm 
by  immersion  unto  death."    Epistle  to  Rom.  iii.  10. 

"  Buried  wifh  him  in  baiitism."    Epis.  .to  Col.  it 
P*  id  to  have  been  the  com- 

id  tu  him,  and  wbiidi 
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must  have  been  very  early  written,  whoever  may  have  been 
the  author,  speaks  of  baptism  as  a  going,  "  down  into  the  wa- 
ter." "  We  go  down  into  the  water,  full  of  sin  and  filth,  but 
we  come  up  bearing  Christ  in  our  hearts,"  is  his  language. 

Hermas,  writing  about  A.  D.  95,  in  the  "  Shepherd,"  a  work 

ascribed  to  him,  speaks  of  the  apostles  as  having  gone  ^^down 
into  the  water,"  with  those  they  baptized,  "and  come  up 
again." 

Justin  Martyr,  writing  about  A.  D.  140,  speaks  of  those 
baptized,  as  "washed  in  the  water,"  in  the  name  of  the 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit. 

Tertullian,  writing  about  A.  D.  204,  says,  the  person  to  be 
baptized,  "  is  led  down  into  the  water,  and  with  a  few  words 
said,  is  dipped" 

Hippoly tus,  about  A.  D.  225,  says :  "  For  he  who  goes  down 
with  faith  into  the  bath  of  regeneration,  is  arrayed  against  the 
evil  one,  and  on  the  side  of  Christ.  He  comes  up  from  the 
baptism  bright  as  the  sun,  flashing  forth  the  rays  of  righteous- 
ness." 

The  Eattarn  or  Graak  Church  Hittoriant,  A.  D.  300. 

Greoobt,  a.  D.  360,  says:  *'Weare  buried  with  Christ  by  baptism, 
that  we  may  also  rise  with  him."* 

Basil,  A.  D.  360,  says:  "By  three  immerHona  the  great  mystery  of 
baptism  is  accomplished ;"  t  referring  to  true  baptism. 

Ambrose,  A.  D.  374,  says :  ''  Thou  saidst  I  do  believe,  and  wast  im- 
mened  iu  wateiv-that  is,  thou  wast  buiied."t 

Oybil,  a.  D.  374,  says :  '*  Candidates  are  first  anointed  with  conse- 
orated  oils ;  they  are  then  oonduoted  to  the  laver,  and  asked  three  times 
if  they  believed  in  the  Father,  Bon  and  Holy  Ghost;  then  they  are 
ci4|!ipedthreetime8into  the  water,  and  retire  by  three  distinct  efforts."  { 

CHBTSOSTdM,  A.  D.  808,  says:  '*To  be  baptized  and  plunged  in  the 
water,  and  then  to  emerge^  or  rise  again,  is  a  iBymbol  of  our  descent  into 
tiiegrayei  and  our  ascent  out  of  it"| 

*  Stennett's  Beply,  p.  144. 
tBaioniuBi  Ann.  v.  Bing.  Antiq.  b.  xi,  oh.  zi. 
tStennett's  Beply,  p.  144;  Bing.  Antiq.,  b.  11,  oh.  ii. 
{Dupin's Eed.  mst,  oh.  vl,  v,  2— Orchard's  Hist  Bap.,  p.  48,  Kaah. 
6d.l86& 
I  Com.  onl  Cor.,  Horn.  40, 1.— Bingham's  Christ  Antiq. 
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Stourdza  says :  "  The  church  of  the  West  has,  then,  departed  finom 
the  example  of  Jesus  Christ;  she  has  obliterated  the  whole  sublimity  of 
the  exterior  sign.  Baptism  and  immersion  are  identical.  Baptism  by 
aspersion  is,  as  if  one  should  say,  immersion  by  aspersion]  or  any  othor 
absurdity  of  the  same  nature.'' 

Dr.  Whttbt.— The  observation  of  the  Greek  church  is  this,  that  Hie 
who  ascended  out  of  the  luaterj  must  first  descend  down  into  it." 


Db.  Wall.—"  The  Greek  church  in  all  the  branches  of  it  does  still 
immersion.''  "All  the  Christians  in  Asia,  all  in  Africa,  and  aboat  oiie> 
third  part  of  Europe,  are  of  the  last  sort,  in  which  third  part  of  Europe 
are  comprehended  the  Christians  of  Grseeia,  Thracia,  Servia,  Bulgaria, 
Rascia,  Wallaehia,  Moldavia,  Russia,  Nigra,  and  soon;  and  even  the 
Muscovites,  who,  if  the  coldness  of  the  country  will  excuse,  might  plead 
for  a  dispensation  with  the  most  reason  of  any."— Hist  of  JnL  Bap.,  part 
ii,  ch.  ix. 

Deylinoius. — "  The  Greeks  retain  the  rite  of  immersion  to  this  day,  as 
Jeremiah,  the  Patriarch  of  Constantinople,  declares." — ^De  Prudent.  Pas- 
toral, part  ill,  ch.  ill,  26. 

BuDDEUS. — "That  the  Greeks  defend  immersion  is  manifest,  and  has 
l>een  frequently  observed  by  learned  men,  which  Ludolphus  informs  us  is 
the  practice  of  the  Ethiopians."— Theol.  Dogmat,  b.  v,  c.  i,  J  5. 

Schubert.—"  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Greeks  that  the  true  baptism  of 
Christ  is  administered,  not  by  the'  application  of  water  in  any  way,  but  by 
immersion,  or  by  hiding  the  person  to  be  baptized  under  water." — ^Instit 
Theol.  Polem.,  pars  ii,  c.  iii,    12. 

Russian  Catechism.—"  This  they  [the  Greek  church  in  Russia]  hold 
to  be  a  point  necessary,  that  no  part  of  the  child  be  undipped  in  the 
water."— In  Booth  on  Bap.,  vol.  ii,  p.  414. 

The  Bishop  of  the  Cyclades,  in  1837,  published  at  Athens  a 
hook  entitled  "The  Orthodox  Doctrine."  Speaking  of 
sprinkling  he  says: 

"  Where  has  the  Pope  taken  the  practice  from?  Where  has  the  West- 
ern church  seen  it  adopted,  that  she  declares  it  to  be  right?  BEas  she 
learned  it  from  the  baptism  of  the  Lord  ?  Let  Jordan  bear  witness,  and 
flrHt  proclaim  the  immersions  and  the  emersions.  From  the  words  of  our 
I»rd?  Hear  them  aright  Disciple  the  nations,  then  baptise  them. 
He  says  not  then  anoint  them,  sprinkle  them ;  but  he  plainly  oonmiis- 
Hions  liis  apostles  to  baptize.  The  word  baptidzo  explained,  means  a  Tsr- 
itable  dipping,  and  in  fact  f^perfed  dipping.  An  object  is  bi^^tised  wben 
it  is  completely  concealed  This  is  the  proper  explanation  ofthewoid 
fxMptidzo,  Did  the  Pope,  then,  learn  it  from  the  apostles,  or  from  the 
word  and  the  expression,  or  frt>m  the  church  in  the  splendor  of  hsr  an* 
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tiquity  ?  Nowhere  did  such  a  practice  prevail ;  nowhere  can  a  Scriptural 
passage  be  found  to  afford  shelter  to  the  opinions  of  the  Western  church." 
—In  Bap.  Mag.,  1849. 

^Prof.  Stuart. — "  The  mode  of  baptism  by  Immersion,  the  Oriental^ 
Khurchhas  always  continued  to  preserve,  even  down  to  thjt 
Vrssent  time." 

The  Eastern  or  Latin  Catholio  Church  Historians,  A.  D.  611. 

I  now  call  to  the  stand  seven  unimpeachable  witnesses — 
Catholics,  and  standard  historians  of  their  eburch : 

Bishop  Bossuet  says : 

"  We  are  able  to  make  it  appear,  by  the  acts  of  councils  and  by  ancient 
rituals,  that  for  thirteen  hundred  years  bapUsm  was  thus  administered  (by 
immersion)  throughout  the  whole  church,  as  fkr  as  possible."  * 

Dr.  Brenner  says: 

^^  Thirteen  hundred  years  was  baptism  generally  and  originally  per- 
formed by  the  t'mm^r^ion  of  the  person  under  water;  and  only  in  extra- 
ordinary cases  was  sprinkling,  or  affusion,  permitted.  These  latter 
methods  of  Imptism  were  called  in  question  and  even  prohibited."  t 

The  venerable  Bede,  born  A.  D.  672,  and  died  A.  D.  735, 
and  a  church  historian,  says : 

*'He  who  is  baptized  is  seen  to  descend  into  the  font;  he  is  seen  to 
ascend  out  of  the  water. ' ' 

J.  Maldonatus,  taught  in  Paris  and  Rome,  author  of  com- 
mentaries, died  in  1583,  and  says : 

"  For,  in  Greek,  to  be  baptized  is  the  same  as  to  be  submerged." — Com. 
on  Matt  xz,  22,  Luke  xii,  50. 

F.  E.  De  Meyeray  (1610-1683),  a  French  historian  of  great 
note,  and  royal  historiographer  of  France,  says : 

"  In  baptism  in  the  twelfth  century  they  plunged  the  candidate  in  the 
sacred  font  to  show  them  what  operation  that  sacrament'hathon  the 
souL" 

Speaking  of  the  eighth  and  thirteenth  centuries,  he  says : 

"  Baptism  remained  in  the  Catholio  church  the  same,  and  was  per- 
formed by  dipping  or  plunging,  not  by  pouring  or  sprinkling."— Meye- 
ray's  Hist  of  France. 

^Stennett  ad  Russen,  p.  176.— Booth's  Pedo.  Ex.  ch.  4. 
tHist  Exhlb.  Bap.,  p.  806. 
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Brenard  Picart  (1663-1733),  In '"  The  Religious  Ceremonies 
of  all  Nations,"  says : 

''  Baptism  by  ablution,  or  aspersion,  was  not  known  in  the  fint  oen« 
tury  of  the  church,  when  hxunersion  was  only  used ;  and  it  issaid  it  ooe- 
tinued  so  till  St  Qregory^s  time."— Relig.  Ceremo.,  vol.  ii,  p.  82. 

A.  Bower  (1686-1766),  author  of  the  "  History  of  the  Popes,** 
says: 

"  Baptismby  immersion  was  undoubtedly  the  Apostolical  practice,  and 
was  never  dispensed  with  by  the  church  except  in  cases  of  sickneaBi"  ele. 
—Hist  of  the  Popes,  vol  iU,  p.  110. 

The  Angiloan  or  Epiteopal  Church  Hittoriant,  A.  D.  IS34. 

No  names  stand  higher  in  the  Church  of  England  than  these, 
no  authority  more  unquestionable. 

Dr.  Whitby  says  :  "  And  this  immersion  being  religiously 
observed  6y  all  Christians  for  thirteen  centurieSy  and  approved  by 
our  church,  Ac,"  referring  to  the  church  of  England. 

Bingham,  in  his  Christian  Antiquities,  says  :  ^'The  ancients 
thought  that  immersion^  or  burying  under  water,  did  more 
lively  represent  the  death,  burial  and  resurrection  of  Christ, 
as  well  as  our  own  death  to  sin,  and  arising  again  into  righte- 
ousness." 

In  his  Origines,  says :  "As  this  (dipping)  was  the  original 
apostolical  practice,  so  it  continued  the  universal  practice  of  the 
church  for  many  ages." 

Dr.  Wm.  Cave  (1637-1713),  a  learned  divine,  Church  Histo- 
rian, and  chaplain  to  Charles  II.,  says :  "  The  party  to  be 
baptized  was  wholly  immersed  or  put  under  water,  whereby 
they  did  more  notably  and  significantly  express  the  three  great 
ends  and  effects  of  baptism." — Prim.  Christ  p.  1,  eh.  x. 

Again :  "  As  in  immersion  there  are,  in  a  manner,  three 
several  acts,  the  putting  the  person  into  water,  his  abiding 
there  for  a  little  time,  and  his  rising  up  again,  so  by  these 
were  represented  Christ's  death,  burial  and  resurrectioD,  and 
in  conformity  thereunto  our  dying  utito  sin,  the  destmction 
of  its  power,  and  our  resurrection  to  a  new  course  of  life." 

Dr.  George    Gregory  (1754  1808),  educated  at  £dinbai|^ 
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preached  in  Liverpool  and  London,  a  miscellaneous  and  his- 
toric writer,  says   : 

'^Theioitiatoiy  rite  of  baptism  was  (in  the  first  oentury)  publicly  per- 
formed by  immersing  the  whole  body,"  etc.— Hist  of  the  Ch.,  voL  L, 
p.  53. 

Dr.  A.  P.  Stanley,  born  1815,  an  eminent  English  scholar, 
divine  and  historian,  professor  of  church  history  at  Oxford, 
Dean  of  Westminister,  chaplain  to  the  Prince  of  Wales,  and 
also  in  ordinary  to  Queen  Victoria,  says ; 

'*  There  can  be  no  question  that  the  original  form  of  baptism  ....  was 
complete  ihimersion  in  the  deep  baptismal  waters,  and  for  at  least  four 
centuries  any  other  form  was  either  unknown  or  disregarded,  unless  in 
case  of  dangerous  illness  as  an  exceptional,  ahnost  a  monstrous  case.  Tq 
this  form  the  Eastern  church  still  rigidly  adheres,  ....  and  the  Byzan* 
tine  Empire  absolutely  repudiates  and  ignores  any  other  mode  of  admin- 
istration as  essentiaUy  invalid.'' — ^Eastern  Church,  p.  117. 

Again : 

"  He  came '  baptizing'— #utt  is,  signifying  to  those  who  come  to  him,  as 
he  plunged  them  under  the  rapid  torrent,  the  forgiveness  and  forsaking 
of  their  former  sins.  It  was  in  itself  no  new  ceremony.  Ablutions,  in 
the  East,  have  always  been  more  or  less  a  part  of  religious  worship — eas- 
ily performed,  and  always  welcome.  Every  synagogue,  if  possible,  was 
by  the  side  of  a  stream  or  spring;  every  mosqe  still  requires  a  fountain  or 
basin  for  lustrations  in  its  court" 

Dr.  Wm.  Wall,  M.  A.,  (1645-1727,)  vicar  of  Shoreham, 
Kent,  a  writer  of  note,  who  published  a  History  of  Infant 
Baptism  of  852,  pages  explored  all  the  voluminous  writings  of  an- 
tiquity in  search  of  evidence  to  support  infant  baptism,  says : 

'*  This  (immersion)  is  so  plain  and  clear  by  an  infinite  number  of  ]>a8- 
sages,  that  one  cannot  but  pity  the  weak  endeavors  of  such  Pedobaptists 
as  would  maintain  the  negative  of  it ;  so  we  ought  to  disown  and  show  a 
dislike  of  the  profEine  BCof&  which  some  people  give  to  the  English  Anti- 
pedobaptists  merely  for  the  use  of  dipping,  when  it  was,  in  all  probability, 
the  way  by  which  our  blessed  Saviour,  and  for  certain,  was  the  most  usual 
and  ordinary  way  by  which  the  ancient  Christians  did  receive  their  bap- 
tism. 'Tis  a  great  want  of  prudence,  as  well  as  of  honesty,  to  reftise  to 
grant  to  an  adversary  what  is  certainly  true,  and  may  be  proved  so.  It 
creates  a  Jealous  of  aU  the  rest  that  one  says. 

"The  custom  of  the  Christians  is  the  near  succeeding  times  (to  the 
apostles),  being  more  largely  and  particularly  delivered  in  books,  is  known 
to  have  been  generally  or  ordinarily  a  total  immersion,'^ — Hist,  of  Inf. 
Bap.,  Pt  ii.,  ch.  ix.,  ?  2,  and  its  Defence,  p.  181. 
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i"  ^Vbat  has  been  said  of  this  custom  of  pouring  or  sprinkling  water  in 
the  ordinary  use  of  baptism,  is  to  be  understood  only  in  reference  to  iho^ 
we9tem  parts  of  Europe,  for  it  is  used  ordinarily  nowhere  else.  The 
Greek  church  does  still  use  inmiersion,  and  so  do  all  other  Christiaiis  in 
Che  world  except  the  Latins.  All  those  nations  of  Christians  tliat  do  now 
or  formerly  did,  submit  to  the  authority  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome  do  ordina- 
rily iM^tize  their  infants  by  pouring  or  sprinkling ;  bat  all  other  Chris- 
tians in  the  world,  who  never  owned  the  Pope's  usurped  powtf,  do,  €md 

everdidj  dip  their  infants  in  the  ordinary  use All  the 

Christians  in  Asia,  all  in  Africa,  and  about  one  third  part  of  Europe  are  of 
the  last  sort."— His.  Inf,  Bap.,  Pt  ii.,  ch.  ix.,  p.  876,  ed.  8. 

Referring  to  the  well  known  and  disputed  passage  in  Irenseas, 
he  says : 

''Since  this  is  the  first  mention  that  we  have  met  with  of  infimts  bi^p- 

tized,  it  is  worth  the  while  to  look  back  and  consider  how  near  this  man 

was  to  the  apostles'  time.    Here  is  the  passage  which  was  written  about 

I  the  year  167  :    *For  he  [Christ]  came  to  save  ail  persons  by  himself,  all,  I 

;  mean,  who  by  him  are  regenerated  unto  Gtod,  infants,  and  little  ones,  and 

I  children,  and  youtlis,  and  elder  persons.    Therefore  he  went  through  every 

age;  for  infants,  being  made  an  infant,  sanctifying  infants,'  etc." 

The  learned  Winer  says  :  "  Irenseus  does  not  mention  it 
[intant  baptism]  as  has  been  supposed." 

**There  is  no  earlier  record,  that  Mr.  Wall  could  disoover,  than  in  the 

I  case  of  Novatian,  about  the  middle  of  the  third  century.    This  man  while 

junbaptized,  as  Eusebius  records  (Eccles.  Hist.  L.  VI.,  ch.  zliiL),  'fell  into 

<  a  dangerous  disease,  a.id  because  he  was  very  like  to  die,  was  baptized  In 

:  the  bed  where  he  lay  (en  klinu  perichuthenta — t.  c,  sprinkled  over  in  bed^ 

I  or  water  poured  all  over  him,  the  word  signifies)  if  that  might  be  termed 

baptism.'    Novatiaa  recovered;  and  by  the  following  ciroumstanee  we 

'  have  remarkably  preserved  the  view  which  the  Christian  church  generally 

'■  took  of  his  baptism :    The  See  of  Rome  became  vacant,  A.  D.  251.    Two 

^  persons  were  chosen  to  succeed,  namely,  Cornelius,  '*choeen  by  the  ni%}or 

part,''    and  this  Novation,  in  a  '^schismatical  way.''    Com^us  writes  a 

long  letter  to  Fablas,  Bishop  of  Antioch,  in  which  he  describes  the  case  of 

Novatian,  and  says  (as  Mr.  Wall  translates  it),  ''that  Novatian  came  not 

canonically  to  his  order  of  priesthood,  much  lees  was  he  capable  of  being 

trhosen  Bishop."    Let  the  reader  mark  the  reason  assigned,  "For  that  all 

THE  CLERGY,  and  a  GREAT  MANY  of  the  laity,  were  against  his  being  dtio- 

sen  presbyter;  l>ecause  it  was  not  lawftil  (they  said)  for  any  one  that  had 

been  baptized  in  his  bed  [Greek,  as  above,  poured  Oi^er]^  as  he  had  he&k^  to 

be  atlm  itted  to  any  office  of  the  clergy.'' '    Wall's  Hist  Part  IL  ch.  ix  2.'* 

.Pengilly's  Script.  Guide  to  Baptism,  p.  77. 

Now,  notice,  with  the  testimony  of  the  learned  Winer  and 
his  translation  of  the  record,  do  I  ofl^t  and  expose  the  perver-  . 
sion  of  this  transaction  by  my  opponent 
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''France  seeems  to  have  been  the  first  country  in  the  world  where  bap- 
tism by  affUalon  was  used  ordhiarily  to  persons  in  health  and  in  the  pub- 
lic way  of  administering  it  There  had  been  some  synods  in  some 
dioceses  that  had  spoken  of  affhsion  without  mentioning  immersion  at  all, 
but  for  an  office  or  liturgy  of  any  church  this  is,  I  believe,  the  first  in  the 
world  that  prescribes  aspersion  absolutely.  As  for  sprinkling,  properly 
called,  it  seems  it  was  at  1645Just  then  banning  and  used  by  very  few. 
It  must  have  begun  in  the  disorderly  times  after  1641,  for  M.  Blake,  who 
lived  in  England  in  1644,  had  never  used  it  nor  seen  it  used. — Hist.  Inf. ' 
Bap.,  Part  iL,  ch.  iz. 

Speaking  of  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  from  1658  to 
1603,  be  says : 

''  It  being  allowed  to  weak  children  (though  strong  enough  to  be  brought 
to  Christ)  to  be  baptized  by  affhsion,  many  ladies  and  gentlemen  first,  and 
then  by  degrees  the  common  people,  would  obtain  the  favor  of  the  priest 
to  have  their  children  pass  for  weak  children,  too  tender  to  endure  dipping 
in  water;  especially  (as  Mr.  Walker  observes)  if  some  instance  really 
were,  or  were  but  ftmoied  or  fhimed,  of  some  child  taking  hurt  by  it.  And 
another  thing  that  had  a  greater  influence  than  this  was,  that  many  of 
our  English  divines  and  other  people  had,  during  Queen  Mary's  bloody 
reign  (fh)m  1553  to  1558),  fled  to  Germany,  Switzerland,  etc.,  and,  coming 
back  in  Qu^n  Elizabeth's  time,  they  brought  with  them  a  great  love  to 
the  customs  of  those  Protestant  churches  wherein  they  had  sojourned ; 
and  especially  the  authority  of  Calvin  and  the  rules  he  had  established  at 
Geneva,  had  a  mighty  influence  on  a  great  number  of  our  people  about 
that  time.  Now,  Calvin  had  not  only  given  his  dictate,  in  his  Institutes, 
that  the  dlffi^rence  is  of  no  moment  whether  he  that  is  baptized  be  dipped 
all  over,  and  if  so,  whether  thrice  or  once,  or  whether  he  be  only  wetted 
with  the  water  poured  on  him,  but  he  had  also  drawn  up  for  the  use  of  his 
church  at  Geneva,  (and  afterward  published  to  the  world)  a  form  of  ad- 
ministering the  sacraments  where,  when  becomes  to  order  the  act  of  bap- 
tizing, he  words  it  thus:  *Then  the  minister  of  baptism  pours  water  on 
the  infont,  saying,  I  baptize  thee,  etc.  There  had  been,  as  I  said,  some 
laynods  in  some  dioceses  of  France  that  had  spoken  of  affhsion  without 
mentioning  immersion  at  all,  that  being  the  common  practice,  but  for  an 
office  of  Uturgy  of  any  church,  this  is,  I  believe,  the  first  in  the  world  that 
prescrilies  affusion  absolutely."— Hist  JnL  Bap. 

Again : 

"  80  (parallel  to  the  rest  of  their  reformations)  they  (the  reformers)  re- 
formed the  font  into  a  basin.  This  General  Assembly  (Westminster) 
(met  1643)  could  not  remember  that  fonts  to  bo  baptized  in,  had  been 
always  used  by  tho  primitive  Christians  long  before  the  beginning  of 
Popery,  and  ever  since  churches  were  built;  but  that  sprinkling,  for  the 
common  use  of  baptizing,  was  really  introduced  (in  France  first,  and  then 
in  the  Popish  countries)  in  times.of  Popery ;  and  that  accordingly  all  those 
countries  in  which  the  usurped  power  of  the  Pope  is,  or  has  formerly  been 
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owned,  have  left  off  dipping  of  cliildren  in  the  font,  bat  that  aU  otiier 
countries  in  the  world  (which  had  never  r^;arded  his  authority)  do  sfill 
use  it ;  and  that  basins,  except  in  case  of  necessity,  were  never  used  by 
Papists  or  any  other  Christians  whatsoever,  till  by  themselves.  ....  80, 
[)arallel  to  the  rest  of  their  reformation,  they  reformed  the  font  into  a 
basin." — Hist  Inf.  Bap.,  voL  ii.,  p.  368. 

*^  It  is  no  small  evidence  that  infant  baptism  was  not  usually  practioed 
in  the  Greek  church  during  many  centuries,  because  Constantine  the 
Great,  the  son  of  Helene,  who  was  a  zealous  Christian,  was  not  baptized 
till  he  was  advanced  in  years." — EUst.  Inf.  Bap.,  Part  iL,  p.  42,  sec  10. 

Once  more  : 

**  In  England  there  seems  to  have  been  some  priest  so  early  as  the  year 
816  that  attempted  to  bring  in  the  use  oi  baptism  by  aflfiision  in  the  publie 
administration,  for  Spelman  recites  a  canon  of  a  council  in  that  year: 
*  Let  the  priests  know,  that  when  they  administer  holy  baptism,  th^ 
must  not  pour  the  water  on  the  head  of  the  infant,  but  they  must  always 
be  dipped  in  the  font" — Hist  Inf.  Bap.,  vol.  i.,  p.  714. 

Dr.  G-  Waddington,  a  man  of  learning,  and  author  of  works 

on  Church  History  and  the  Reformation  (1835),  says  : 

*'  The  ceremony  of  immersion,  the  oldest  form  of  baptism^  was  per- 
formed in  the  name  of  the  three  persons  oi  the  Trinity."— Oh.  Hist,  di. 
ii.,  sec.  3. 

Bishop  B.  B.  Smith,  Bishop  of  the  Episcopal  church  of 
Kentucky,  says: 

^^  We  have  only  to  go  back  six  or  eight  hundred  years,  and  inunersloo 
was  tlie  only  mode,  except  in  the  case  of  the  few  iMtptized  on  their  beds 

at  the  real,  or  supposed  a{^>roach  of  death. Immersion  was  not 

only  universal  six  or  eight  hundred  years  ago,  but  it  was  primitive  and 

apostolic. The  tK>wl  and  sprinkling  are  strictly  Genevan  in  their 

origin — that  is,  they  were  introduced  by  Calvin  at  Geneva." — Hist.  Bap. 

Nothing  but  the  utmost  disregard  for  the  troth  of  history 
and  for  the  common  respect  of  all  Christian  scholars  and 
Christian  men  would  induce  a  man  to  stand  up  and  put  the  lie 
in  the  lips  of  Bishop  Smith  and  of  all  these  distinguished  his- 
torians. 

The  Lutheran  Churoh  Historians,  A.  D.  1540. 

• 

I  now  bring  forward  a  brilliant  array  of  historians,  who,  be- 
longing  to  the  Lutheran  church,  if  Eld.  Ditzler  sees  fit  to 
question  their  veracity  it  will  be  the  first  time  they  were  evei 
doubted. 
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Dr.  J.  L.  Mosheim  (1695-1755),  a  noted  preacher,  theologian 
and  historian,  filled  professorships  in  Denmark  and  Bruns- 
wick, and  was  theological  professor  and  chancellor  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Gottingen.  He  wrote  about  one  hundred  and 
sixty  works,  and  says  of  the  first  century : 

"  The  sacrament  of  baptism  was  administered  in  this  century,  without 
the  public  assemblies,  in  places  appointed  and  prepared  for  that  purpose, 
and  was  performed  by  an  immersion  of  the  whole  body  in  the  baptismal 
font:' 

And  of  the  second  century  he  says : 

'  The  persons  that  were  to  be  baptized,  after  they  had  repeated  the  creed, 
confessed  and  renounced  their  sins,  and  particularly  the  Devil  and  his 
pompous  allurements,  toere  immersed  under  water  and  received  into  Christ's 
kingdom." 

Also  of  the  fourth  century  he  says : 

''  Baptismal  fonts  were  now  erected  In  the  porch  of/ each  church  for  the 
more  commodious  administration  of  that  initiating  sacrament — ^Madaln's 
Mos^eim,  vol.  1.,  pp.  46, 69, 121. 

Dr.  J.  A.  W.  Neander  (1789-1850),  the  greatest  church  his- 
torian of  his  age,  and  theological  professor  in  the  University 
of  Berlin  for  thirty-eight  years,  says  : 

*'  In  respect  to  the  form  of  baptism,  it  was,  in  conformity  with  the  origi*^ 
nal  institution,  and  the  original  import  of  the  symbol,  performed  by  tffi-| 
mertionj  as  a  sign  of  entire  baptism  into  the  Holy  Spirit,  of  being  entirel^ 
penetrated  by  the  same."* 

'*  Baptism  was  originally  administered  by  immersion,  and  many  of  the 
comparisons  of  Paul  allude  to  this  form  of  administration." 

"  In  his  letter  to  Judd  he  says : 

''As  to  your  question  on  the  original  rite  of  baptism  there  can  be  no 
doubt  whatever,  that  in  the  primitive  times  the  ceremony  was  performed 
by  immersion^  to  signify  a  complete  immersion  into  the  new  principle  of 
life  divine,  which  was  to  be  imparted  by  the  Messiah.  When  Paul  says, 
that  through  baptism  we  are  buried  with  Christ  and  rise  again  with  him, 
he  unquestionably  alludes  to  the  symbol  of  dipping  into  and  rising  again 
oat  of  the  water.  The  practice  of  immersion  in  the  first  century  was,  be-  l 
yond  all  doubt,  prevalent  in  the  whole  church." — Appendix  to  Judd's ' 
Review  of  Stuart 

Winer,  in  his  lectures,  say :  "  Aflnsion  was  at  first  applied 
only  to  the  sick,  but  was  gradually  introduced  for  others,  after 

*  Gh.  Hist,  vol.  i.,  p.  310,  also  Hist  Plan,  and  Train.,  vol.  i.,  p.  222. 
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the  seventh  centary,  and  in  the  thirteenth  became  the  prevaU- 
ing  practice  in  the  West"* 

Van  Collen,  in  his  History  of  Doctrines,  says: 

^^  Immersion  in  water  was  general  until  the  thirteenth  century;  among 
the  Latins  if  was  then  displaced  hy  sprinkling,  but  retained  by  the 
Greeks."  t 

Ralph  Hospinian  (1547-1626),  a  learned  Swiss  writer  and 
preacher,  who  published  a  History  of  the  Errors  of  Popery, 
and  History  of  the  Jesuits,  etc.,  says : 

**  Christ  commanded  us  to  be  baptized,  by  which  word  it  is  certain  Im- 
mersion is  signified." — ^Hist  Sac.,  L.  ii,  ch.  i,  p.  30. 

Dr.  J.  C.  W.  August!  (1772-1841,  a  distinguished  German 
author  and  theologian,  and  for  many  years  professor  of  theol- 
ogy in  the  University  of  Breslau  and  Bonn,  says: 

"  The  word  baptism  accords  to  etymology  and  to  usage,  and  signifies  to 
immerse,  submerge." — ^Hin ton's  Hist  Bap.,  p.  5^  Quinter  and  Snyder 
Deb.,  49. 

Augusti,  in  his  Archaeology,  says : 

**  Immersion  in  water  was  general  until  the  thirteenth  eentwy  among 
Ithe  Latins,  it  was  then  displaced  by  sprinkling,  but  retained  by  the 
'Greeks."  i 

J.  C.  L.  Gieseler  (1793-1854),  a  German  Church  Historian, 
and  theological  professor  in  the  University  of  Bonn  and  Got- 
tingen,  says: 

*'  For  the  sake  of  the  rich,  the  rite  of  sprinkling  was  introduced." — Qi. 
Hist,  Grer.  ed.,  vol.  iii.  p.  274. 

Dr.  John  H.  Kurtz,  born  1809,  a  professor  of  theology  in 
the  University  of  Dorpt,  author  of  Manual  of  Sacred  History, 
The  Bible  and  Astronomy,  Church  History,  etc.,  says: 

''  Baptism  was  administered  by  complete  immendoa." — See  Hist  of 
the  Ch.,  p.  72,  119,  228,  227,  Ciark's  ed. 

'*  Baptism  was  performed  (tliird  century)  by  thrice  immersing,  daring 
which  the' formula  of  baptism  was  pronounced,  sprinkling  was  only  OMii- 
mon  in  case  of  the  rich."— Ch.  Hist,  p.  119. 

♦  Lect.  Christ  Antiq. 

tHist.  Doct,  vol,  ii,  p.  303. 

I  Archse.  vol.  v,  p.  5,  voL  vii,  p.  229. 
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Prof.  J.  Bohmer,  a  Church  Ilistoriaii  of  note,  who  died  in 
1714,  says: 

'*The  place  of  administering  baptism  was  not  the  church,  but  a  river, 
in  which  people  were  dipped  in  the  presence  of  witnesses."— In  Ingham's 
Hand  Book,  on  Bap.,  p.  141. 

Raplioation. 

I  can  but  feel  encouraged  at  the  manifest  progress  we  are 
making.  We  rapidly  narrow  the  contested  points  to  their 
last  analysis.  My  opponent  has  finally  fallen  squarely  back 
upon  his  last  and  only  remaining  line  of  defense,  his  tingo^  and 
I  will  name  it  "Fort  Tingo."  I  stated  in  one  of  my  first 
speeches,  when  he  was  reading  the  definitions  from  his  lexi- 
cons, and  finding  so  much  sprinkle  in  them,  that  he  was  rend- 
ering those  meanings  which  those  old  lexicographei's  indicate  in 
Latin,  byftn^,  by"to  5/>n;?i-fe "  which  was  not  its  accepted 
meaning  when  they  wrote,  not  the  meaning  they  intended  to 
convey,  as  every  scholar  knows.  In  this  respect.  Elder  Ditzler 

HAS  IGXORANTLY,  if  not  INTENTIONALLY,  MISREPRESENTED  EVERY 

LEXICON  HE  HAS  SO  QUOTED.  The  issuc  is  a  plain  one,  and  it 
shall  be  plainly  treated.  Forbearance  toward  this  way  of  deal- 
ing with  authors,  to  the  misleading  of  the  people,  has  ceased 
to  be  a  virtue. 

I  repeat  my  charge,  that  Eld.  Ditzler  is  either  ignorant  of 
the  use  of  the  Latin  verb  tingOj  by  all  the  old  Latin  Fathers, 
ignorant  of  its  use  by  those  Qerman  lexicographers  who  give 
it  as  one  of  the  primary  definitions  of  the  Hebrew  verb  taval 
and  of  the  Greek  verbs  bapto  und  baptidzo;  ignorant  of  the 
opinion  of  all  standard  scholars; or  else,  knowing  the  facts, 
he  is  attempting  to  take  advantage  of  my  premmed  ignorance, 
and  the  credulity  of  his  followers. 

The  simple  question  now  is,  in  what  sense  did  TertulUan  and 
nil  the  earliest  Latin  Fathers  use  the  verb  tingOy  when  referring  to  the 
Christian  ritef 

I  aflSrm  against  Dr.  Ditzler,  that  they  invariably  used  it  in 
THE  sense  of  to  DIP,  TO  IMMERSE,  whcn  referring  to  the  baptis- 
mal act.    Let  us  ascertain  its  signification  as  we  have  that  of 
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baptidzohj  its  usus  loquendiy  the  ultimate  source  of  appeal  ia  the 
early  Latin  Fathers. 

TertuUianj  the  earliest  of  the  Latin  Fathers,  who  wrote   A. 
D.  150-200,  uses  tingo  and  mergo  inter chxmgeably^  when  he   ub- 
questionably  means  to  dip  or  immerse,  as  there  can  be  no 
doubt  here,  for  no  standard  scholar  denies  that  immersion  was 
the  sole  baptism  at  this  date. 

He  says  that  baptism  was  administered  with  great  sim- 
plicity. 
'*Homo  in  aquam  demissus,  et  inter  pauca  verba  tinctos." 

'The  man  being  led  down  into  the  water,  and  between  a  few  words 
immersed." 

Tinctus  is  a  participle  from  the  verb  tingo.      There  can  be 
no  mistaking  its  meaning  here. 

Quoting  Rom.  vi.  3,  in  his  sermon  on  the  resurrection  of 

the  body,  he  says 

''An  ignoratis  quod  quicunque  in  Christum  Jesum  Uncti  ramitf,  in  mo^ 
tem  ejus  tincti  sumus. 

Referring  to  the  commission. 

"Et  noviaisime  mandans  ut  tinguerant  in  Patrem,  et  Filium,  etSpiri- 
tum  sanctum." 

"And  last  of  aU,  commanding  that  they  should  be  immersed  into  the 
Father,  and  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Spirit 

Tertullian,  citing  from  a  vernacular  version,  which  must  have 

been  the  oldest  existing  Latin  version,  quotes  the  commission, 

Math,  xxviii.  19,  thus : 

Lex  enlm  tinguendi  imposita  est,  et  forma  prescripta.  Ite  (inqoit)  do- 
cete  nationes  tinguerUes  eas/'  eta,  which  I  translate :  "F<>^ 
the  law  of  immersion  was  imposed  and  the  formula  preacibed— Go,  be 
says,  teach  the  nations,  immersing  them,''  etc 

Referring  to  John  iv.  2,  he  quotes  it  thus : 

''Et  non  tamen  tinguebat  verum  disdpulL'' 

And  yet  he  did  not  immerse  but  his  disciples.    He  quotes 

the  apostle  Paul  thus : 

"Non  enim  me  adtinguendum  Christus  misit,''  etc 

And  the  Evangelist — 

"Tinguebantur  (inquit)  confitentes  delicta  sua." 

"They  were  immeraed  confessing  their  sins." 

That  no  one  may  doubt  that  Tertullian  used  tingo  and  mereo 
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Qterchaugeably  when  speaking  of  baptism^  as  we  do  the  verb 
o  dip,  to  immerse  as  the  fancy  might  strike  him  or  eaphony 
iictate,  I  give  a  few  other  passages. 

On  the  Soldier's  crown,  ch  8.: 

Dehinc  ter  mergitur,  amplius  aliquid  respondentes  quam  Domlnus  Id 
vangelio  determinavit" 

Then  we  are  three  times  immersed.  Answering  somewhat  more  than 
he  Lord  prescribed  in  the  Gospel.'' 

Dr.  Halley,  of  England,  says  :  "They  did  immerse  for  they 
eem  as  if  they  could  not  make  too  much  of  holy  water.  With 
me  immersion  not  content,  they  observed  trine  immersion  as 
he  sacramental  emblem  of  the  Trinity.' 

One  point  is  established,  immersion  was  the  only  action 
cnown  to  these  fathers,  and  therefore  when  they  used, feng^  with 
•eference  to  baptism  they  no  more  meant  to  sprinkle  or  pour 
han  they  did  to  stain  with  some  dye. 

Now  what  is  the  testimony  of  the  honest  scholarship  of  every 
ige  as  to  the  meaning  of  tingo  when  used  by  TertuUian  and 
:he  Latin  fathers  and  lexical  authorities. 

Dr.  Hovey, President ofNewton  Theological  Seminary  says 

**Tertullian  seems  to  have  used  the  verb  tingo  or  tinguo  as  if  it  were  the 
remacular  representative  for  the  Qreek  word  baptidzo.  Baptist  Quarter- 
y  vol,  V  p,  77, 

Mr.  Thelwell,  B.  A.  of  Plymouth,  England,  a  translator 
)f  the  writings  of  TertuUian  meets  with  tingo  in  some  of  its 
forms  forty-nine  times,  and  only  once  translated  it  sprinkle. 
Dr.  Hovey  called  his  attention  to  the  fact,  claiming  that  in  no 
nstance  docs  TertuUian  use  it  in  the  sense  of  to  gprinkk 
Mr.  Thelwell  like  a  true  Christian  scholar,  admits  his  mis- 
:ake  and  assures  Dr.  Hovey  that  he  will  correct  it.  I  take 
pleasure  in  quoting  his  statement,  which  is  as  follows: 

**  That  a  translation  executed  like  my  own,  amid  the  constant  pressure 
}(  heavy  parochial  duties  in  a  large  town  should  contain  some  inaccura- 
!i€9  in  spite  of  all  efforts  to  the  contrary  is,  I  think,  only  natural ;  and  the 
Mily  honorable  course  for  a  man,  if  he  be  shown  that  he  has  fallen  into 
10  error  in  such  a  ease,  is  to  retract  it  without  reserve.  I  gladly  do  so  as 
o  *  tinctus.'  "—5.  Q,  Vol.  v. 

How  striking  the  contrast  between  this  distinguished  scholar 
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an  Episcopalian,  and  that  of  my  opponent's  dogmatic  assertions 
respecting  the  true  signification  oitingo  when  used  by  the  Lat- 
in Fathers,  and  by  lexicographers. 

From  these  facts,  you  all  learn  this,  that  in  no  one  instance 
in  all  the  writings  of  Tertullian,  known  to  his  translators, 
whatever  Eld.  Ditzler,  who  never  read  the  writings 
of  this  author  may  say  to  the  contrary,  does  he  use 
tingo  in  any  of  its  forms, in  the  sense  of  to  sprinkle. 

Prof.  Toy,  of  Greenville  Seminary,  South  Carolina,  says : 

**The  lexicons  frequently  give  tingere  for  baptizein.  As  to  this,  it  is 
agreed  among  scholars  that  Tertullian  and*  other  Latin  writers  use  tin- 
gere always  in  the  sense  of  to  immerse.*' 

Prof.  Tobey,  of  Bethel  College,  Ky.,  says: 
^*It  seems  strange  that  any  one  should  deny  that  lingo  was  used  with  the 
meaning  to  dip,  by  the  Latin  writers.*' 

A  Congregational  ist,  EtL  Beecher^  says  : 

* 'Tertullian  uses  tingo  interchangeably  witii  mergo  or  mergiio  (to  im- 
merse). Asa  corresponding  Latin  term  for  baptism,  Tertullian  and 
inthicUo.     Christ,  Rev.  1849  p  Jf^." 

M.  Stuart  t^ays,  p  146.  He  [Tek-tullian]  very  often  makes 
use  of  the  Latin  word  tingo  in  order  to  express  the  Greek  word 
baptidzo'^ — which,  he  says,  undoubtedly  means  to  dip,  etc. 

This  is  but  some  of  the  proof  that  might  be  bronght  for- 
ward to  prove  that  tingo  was  used  in  the  second  centnry  to 
mean  to  dip,  to  immerse.  Who  denies  it  ?  Who  can  deny  it 
that  is  at  ail  familiar  with  their  writings?  There  is  not  the 
shadow  of  evidence  that  tingo  was  ever  used  in  this  centnry 
in  the  sense  of  to  sprinkle,  or  to  pour  upon. 

Let  us  look  into  the  third  century.  Cgpriany  who  wrote  in 
the  third  century,  quotes  Matt,  xxviii ;  18-20 : 

*'  Ite  ergo  et  docete  gentes  omnes  tingmtes  eas  in  nomine  Fatris,  Ac.*' 
'*  Gk>  ye  therefore  and  teach  all  nations,  immersing  than  in  the  name  fif 
the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost. 
He  quotes  it  in  the  same  words  in  his  epistle  63. 
He  quotes  Gal.  iii,  27,  in  these  words: 

*'  Nam  si  non  menUtur  apostolus  dicens,  qoot  qnot  in  Christo  t*y>'gfa*i« 
Christum  induistls,  uUque  qui  illic  in  Christo  iM&ptisatus  esl  indoit  Cbrisl- 
tum." 

Which  I  translate— 

'  For  if  the  apostle  Ues  not  when  he  says,  'as  many  ol  jmi  m  baire  htm 
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immersed  Into  Christ  have  put  on  Christ,  thei^,  verily,  he  who  has  heen 
baptized  into  Christ  has  put  Clirist  on.'' — Conant, 

Beza  (sixteenth  century)  renders  the  Greek  term  bapto,  to 
dip,  by  tingo — tinda  sanguine  dipped  in  blood — as  our  transla- 
tors have  it  in  Rev.,  xix,  18. 

Stokius  renders  bapto  wherever  it  occurs  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment by  tingo  and  tmbapio,  by  intingo,  e.  g. 

"Send  Lazurus  that" — bapte — intingat — he  may  dip  his  fin- 
•  ger  in  water."  "Will  sprinkle  or  pour  do  here  ?    Luke  xvi,  24. 

'  "  To  whom  I  give  the  sop"^  baptas,  (G.),  intingenti  (L.),  dip- 
ping it."    John  xiii,  26.    Will  sprinkle  or  pour  do  here  ? 

He  was  clothed  with  vesture — bebammenon  (G.),  tincta  (L.), 
dipped  in  blood. 

He  says  perfect  pass,  bebammanai  is  equivalent  to  tmctua 
sum. 

Mnbapto  he  defines  by  intingo — ^to  dipin,  e.g.,  "He  who 
shall  dip,  embapsas  (G.),  intinget  (L.),  his  hand  with  me  into 
the  dish." — Matt,  xxvi,  23,  and  he  quotes  corresponding  pas- 
sages in  Mark  and  John. 

Jerome  in  the  Latin  vulgate  as  in  all  his  writings,  invariably 
uses  tingo  as  the  Latin  synonym,  of  the  Greek  verb  bapto — to 
dip. 

I  have  said  there  were  none  of  the  old  ecclesiastical  writers 
but  used  tingo  in  the  sense  of  to  dip,  and  invariably  when  they 
refer  to  Christian  baptism,  but  that  it  is  frequently  used  in 
this  sense  in  the  classics. 

I  will  give  a  few  of  the  many  examples  to  be  found  in  my 
boyhood's  favorite  author,  as  a  specimen  of  the  rest. 

Spealdng  of  the  operation  of  the  Cyclops  forging  armor,  to 
which  I  referred  in  a  former  speech,  Virgil  says  : 

"  ....  alii  stridentia  tingunt  aera  lacu ;'' 
"  Others  dip  the  hissing  brass  in  the  lake."  Can  Dr.  Ditzler 
work  in  his  dyeing,  staining,  or  sprinkling,  or  pouring,  or  mois- 
tening in  this  passage?  Does  not  this  one  passage  alone  de- 
monstrate that  tingo  here  only  means  to  dip,  to  plange  ?  Have 
you  not  understood  him  to  make  the  impression  that  tingo — 
not  intingo  for  he  admits  that  means  primarily  to  dip  in — ^but 
27 
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the  simple  verb  tingo  ^oes  not  primarily  mean  to  dip— riiever 
means  to  dip  ?  He  has  staked  his  reputation  as  an  honest 
scholar  upon  it  He  has  boldly  put  it  forth  in  bis  published 
debate,  and  his  readers  so  understood  him. 

But  let  us  look  again : 

"Ensem  quemDauno  ignipotens  deus  ipse  parenti  Feoent  etstygia 
candentem  tinxerat  unda.''— ^.  xiL  91. 

*' And  had  dipped  the  glowing  hot  sword,  which  the  fire-potent  god 
himself  had  made  for  the  Daunian  father,  in  the  s^gian  wave"— i.  e., 
water. 

Will  stain,  or  sprinkle,  will  dye,  color,  or  moisten,  possibly 
give  the  meaning  here  ?  Will  any  other  word  than  "  to  dip," 
**  immerse,"  or  "  plunge,"  give  that  meaning?  Put  Eld.  Ditzler 
upon  his  honest  scholarship,  and  demand  an  answer.  If  he 
says  yes,  no  one  can  respect  it,  and  I  will  send  him  to  the  foot 
of  his  class.  If  he  answers  no,  as  he  must,  to  answer  correctly, 
then  he  must  recede  from  his  position. 

Celsus  somewhere  speaks  of  sponges  dipped  in  vinegar,  in 
these  words : 
"Bpongia  in  aceeto  ^ncto." 

Will  Dr.  Ditzler  claim  that  that  should  be  translated  dyed, 
or  sprinkled,  stained,  or  poured  upon,  tinged,  or  colored  in 
vinegar  ?  He  will  not  presume  to  do  so,  though  when  he  has 
baptism  in  sight,  he  can  see  nothing  in  tingo  but  dye  stuff  or 
sprinkling.    He  has,  I  fear,  studied  one  subject  too  long. 

In  speaking  of  the  setting  of  the  heavenly  bodies,  Virgil, 
as  all  the  poets,  Qreek  and  Latin  dq — describes  it  as  an 
immersion  in  the  sea — and  their  rising,  as  a  rising  out  of  it. 

''  Tingere  se  oceano  properant  soles  hybemi."— Viig.  Georg.  xL  4S1. 
"The  winter  suns  hasten  to  dip  themselves  in  the  ocean.'' 

Will  sprinkle,  or  pour  upon,  color,  dye,  or  stain,  moisten,  or 
bedew,  serve  any  purpose  here?  And  yet  tingo^  primarily, 
never  means  to  dip ! 

And  I  recall  this. 

"  Nl  roeeus  fessos  Jam  gurgite  Phoebus  Wbao  tlnget  eqnos,  nooteoiqae 
die  labentereducat^'— Vir.  JE.  xi.  913. 

*'  Ruddy  Phoebus  now  dips  his  tired  horses  in  the  western  .deep^  and 
draws  the  night  back,  the  day  gliding  away.'' 
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Would  Dr.  Ditzler,  if  a  teacher  in  the  Vanderbilt,  instract 
his  class  to  render  this  color,  dye,  or  stain  his  horses  in  the 
deep  ?  or  moisten,  sprinkle,  or  pour  them  into  the  western 
deep,  in  order  to  support  his  cause  ?  Will  any  present  or 
future  professor  in  the  Vanderbilt,  endorse  Eld.  Ditzler's 
position  on  this  verb  ?  I  could  multiply  similar  examples  for 
an  hour,  but  why  waste  the  time?  I  have  given  examples 
enough  to  satisfy  every  man  who  has  heard  me,  or  who  may 
read  what  I  have  said,  except  my  opponent. 

"  TingOy^  Says  the  learned  Grotius,  ^^  properly  and  generally 
signifies  the  same  as  merso — to  dip.''  Is  not  this  sufficiently 
explicit  and  authoritative  ?  Will  you  not  regard  it  as  quite 
equal  to  the  assertion  of  my  opponent,  who  is  intent  on 
making  a  show  of  an  argument  for  sprinkling  ? 

Dr.  Rice  admitted  in  the  Campbell  and  Rice  debate,  that  tingo 
means  to  dip,  if  silence  gives  consent,  for  Mr.  Campbell  claimed 
and  Mr.  R.  did  not  deny. 

I  will  now  bring  forward  an  authority  that  my  opponent  is 
delighted  with,  and  whose  opinions,  and  even  inferences,  he 
never  questions,  viz : 

Dr.  Jacob  Ditzler,  of  the  Lexington  Conference,  Ky.  In  trans- 
lating a  line  or  two  from  Ovid,  [which  by  the  way  he  mis- 
translates] he  correctly  renders  ("6w  flumine  corpus  tingat") 
"twice  she  dips  her  body  in  the  stream,"  [see  D.  and  Wilkes' 
debate  p.  430.]  'lingai  is  present  tense  from  ^71^0  and  why 
don't  he  render  Hngo  here  by  stain,  color,  sprinkle  or  pour? 
Why  dip  here,  if  dip  is  not  its  primary  meaning — if  it  never 
means  dip ! 

Dr.  Ed.  Beecher,  author  of  ^^Impcrt  of  Baptism  says : 

"Tingo  beyond  aU  doubt,  means  to  immeise.  In  this  sense  Faceiolatus 
and  FordUinus,  in  their  Totius  Latinitatis  lexicon  give  baptidzo  as  its 
i^nonym,  and  again  with  more  emphasis — 

"But  to  prove  that  it  means  to  immerse  is  needless ;  no  one  can  deny  it" 
Dr.  Beecher  was  mistaken — there  is  one  man  on  this  con- 
tinent who  will  presume  to  do  so,  and  I  am  compelled  to  say, 
that  man  is  Eld.  Ditzler.  I  will  not  say  that  he  intentionally 
misrepresents  this  matter,  but  that  he  has  most  egregiously 
done  so  in  order  to  support  his  absurd  position  that  baptidzo 


43^  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

primarily  means  to  sprinkle,  and  that  all  the  oldest  versions 
translated  it  by  verbs  that  mean  to  sprinkle.  He  says  this  in 
defiance  of  the  united  testimony  of  all  antiquity  and  of  all 
scholars.  Thus,  therefore,  we  are  justified  in  concluding  that 
whenever  lexicographers  give  tingo  and  intingo  as  the  primary 
meaning  of  the  Hebrew  verb  taval  or  of  bapto  or  baptidzoj  they 
intend  to  denote  to  dip,  to  dip  in — and  to  represent  them  as 
defining  it  by  to  sprinkle  is  to  manifestly  misrepresent  them. 

,  Smith's  English  Latin  Dictionary,  Harper  &  Bros.,  1871, 
gives  as  the  Latin  synonyms  of  our  English  word  to  dip,  Tner^, 
and  tingOy  dip  (subs.)  immersion. 

Now  give  to  dip,  to  immerse,  as  the  proper  definition  to  tingo 
— wherever  he  has  quoted  a  lexicon  giving  this  as  the  defini- 
tion of  baptidzo  ov  tavaly  and  you  see  that  they  tell  us  that  "to 
dip,"  "to  immerse,"  is  the  proper  signification  of  these  verbs— 
his  Schindler,  and  Leigh,  and  Stokius,  and  Castell,  "  though 
equal  to  twenty  in  one,"  all  with  one  voice  say  "to  dip,"  "toim- 
merse"  is  Xh^primary  and  jproper  meaning — ^**to  sprinkle,"  never. 
The  figurative  meanings — ^"to  moisten,''  "to  wet,"  do  not  mean 
**to  sprinkle,"  and  therefore  do  his  cause  no  good. 

Thus  we  see  his  last  fort  is  carried,  his  lilst  shadow  of  defence 
taken  from  hira  by  the  concurrent  testimony  of  all  scholars; 

That  tingo  is  used  in  the  sense  of  "to  dye,"  "to  color,"  Ihave 
admitted  and  no  one  denies,  but  I  do  affirm  that  where  used 
with  reference  to  the  act  of  Christian  baptism,  or  as  a  defini- 
tion of  bapto  or  baptidzo^  it  invariably  denotes  immersion. 

You  heard  him  quote  Calvin  as  one  of  the  Latin  Fathers! 
Well  he  wrote  in  Latin,  and  was  the  father  of  Presbyterian- 
ism,  but  Calvin  does  not  u%q  tingo  anywhere  in  the  sense  of  "to 
sprinkle,"  though  Eld.  Ditzler  strives  to  make  the  impression 
upon  you  that  he  does — or  why  does  he  quote  from  Calvin  at 
all  ?    Calvin  uses  it  in  the  sense  of  baptism  merely^  and  he  1) 
such  a  good   witness  for  us.      I  will  read  the  whole  boh- 
tence  in  which  tingo  occurs,  and  you  will  perceive  he  ifll    j 
states  his  opinion  that  it,  the  act,  is  indifferent— aiBjl flHyi||fcj| 
ixfact^  that  bears  directly  upon  this  questioii.  .  IlMlfll^^^^l 
in  Latin,  but  will  give  the  translation,  pu 
bvterian  Board,  Philadelohia  :    "  Vi 
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baptized  ^Hingitux^^  be  wholly  immersed,  viergitury  and  whether 
thrice  or  once,  or  whether  water  be  only  poured  on  him,  is  of 
no  importance  [who  told  him  so — when  Christ  commanded 
him  to  be  immersed  ?]  Churches  ought  to  be  left  at  liberty 
in  this  respect  [why  not  then  in  every  thing  else  that  Christ 
commanded  as  well  ?]  to  act  according  to  the  difference  of 
countries  [but  Christ  made  no  exceptions  and  what  right  have 
we?]  The  very  word  baptidzo^  however,  sioxiriES  to  im- 
merse; AND  IT  IS  CERTAIN  THAT  IMMERSION  WAS  THE  PRACTICE 
OF  THE  ANCIENT  CHURCH." 

This  ought  to  be  conclusive  evidence  with  all  Presbyterians 
that  immersion  was  the  act  which  Christ  commanded  for 
baptism. 

For  the  testimony  of  the  versions,  ancient  and  modern,  I 
refer  all  to  what  I  submit,  in  the  Appendix  that  we  have  mu- 
tually agreed  to  annex  at  the  close  of  this  proposition. 

I  have  something  more  to  say  touching  Liddell  &  Scott's 
Greek  Lexicon,  which  my  opponent  has  so  grossly  misrepre- 
sented.—{2l7n€  oilL 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  SEVENTEENTH  SPEECH. 

Qektlemsn  Moderators  : — ^Dr.  Graves  once  more  brings  op 
tingo.  We  presumed  he  was  satisfied  with  it  He  says  it 
is  ^^jost  like  bapto"  Grant  it,  then,  and  b  it  not  ruinoos  to 
his  caase.    Let  us  have,  then, 

1.  The  lexicons  on  tingo— the  standards. 

Leverett's  Freund — best  "  Tingo,  to  wet,  moisten ;  tengo^ 
brechOj  hugrainOy  to  moisten,  to  bedew."  Then  come  derived 
meanings,  ^^  bathe,  wash,  dip  in,  plunge,  immerse,  color,  9tain, 
tinge,  tint"  That  is  exactly  the  order,  confirming  all  my 
rules  on  philology.    His  is  the  first  of  critical  Latin  lexicons. 

Take  your's  I  see  there,  Andrews,  "  TingOy  to  wet,  moisten, 

(B)  to  soak  or  color,  to  dye,  color,  tinge." 

AiNSWORTH.— **To  dye,  color,  stain.  2  To  sprinkle,  to  imbrue.  8. 
Wash.    4.  Paint" 

Anthon.—"  Moisten,  wet." 
White.—"  Moisten,  wet" 

2.  Let  as  give  a  few  occurrences  of  tingo  in  Latin  contem- 
porary with  apostolic  times  or  thereabouts.  "By  chance  his 
hounds,  led  by  the  blood-stained  track  {tinciay^  The  ground 
is  sprinkled,  stained,  with  the  wounded  stag  as  it  runs.  Any 
dip  here  ?  "Wet,  {tingere)  the  body  {aquaaspersa)  with  sprin- 
kled water."  Any  dip  there?  He  tells  the  mode  of  tingoing 
it,  aspersuy  by  sprinkling  the  water.  Yet  you  say  tingo  is  the 
same  as  bapto.  I  believe  it  myself.  We  could  multiply  exam- 
ples.   See  our  citations  of  it  Lou.  Deb.,  pp.  429,  430. 

3.  ITiat  you  may  see  how  the  Fathers  used  it,  we  quote— 

1.  CAiiVix.— "  That  it  \b  of  no  importance  whether  all  who  are  bapCiied 
( tingati^  are  immersed  ( mergantur)^  and  that  thrice  or  onoe,  or  water 
is  only  poured  on  them."    Inst.  Calvin,  lib.  iv.  dL  zv.,  sec  19.) 

2.  Archbishop  Sebastian,  of  Mentz— **  Th^  let  the  priest  take  the  ehild 
in  his  left  arm,  and  holding  him  over  the  font,  let  him,  with  his  ri^t 
liand,  three  several  times  take  water  out  of  the  font  and  poor  it  on  the 
child's  head  (itaquod  aqua  tingat  caput  et  scapulas),  so  that  thewatermay 
wet  ( tingcU )  its  head  and  shoulders."    ( Wall  577. ) 
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8.  Jerome    interchanges    conspergoy    sprinkle,   and    tingo* 

Here  you  see  that  both'  Calvin  and  the  Catholic  Archbishop 
use  *•  pour  water  on**  as  the  mode  by  which  tingo  is  effected. 
We  could  multiply  examples.  The  above  three  are  surely 
representative.  Where  Schindler  uses  tingo  it  is  often  where 
tears  and  dew  fall  on  the  object,  and  Furst  uses  tingo  in  his 
Latin,  and  defining  the  same  word  in  German  in  the  same 
way,  uses  bemtzorij  moisten.  Why  do  not  our  opponents  look 
at  these  &cts,  and  guard  against  such  repeated  blunders  ? 

Again  we  call  up  some  Versions. 

III. — Jeromb,  Itala,  JEthiopic. 

Vulgate  and  Itala.  1.  Transfer  bapiidzo.  2.  Translate 
tabhal  baptidzo.     2.  Elings  v.  14,  lavo — ^wash,  besprinkle. 

8.  Translate  baptOy  aspergOj  {bebammenoSj  aaperaa).  Rev.  xix. 
13,  that  is  sprinkle. 

4.  TzevUy  baptized  by,  (1)  Chnspergahtrj  (S)  InfunderiSj  sprin- 
kle, besprinkle. 

IV. — ^^THIOPIO. 

1.  It  has  a  word  for  immerse,  macAy  ^*  overflow,  immerse." 
It  is  never  used  for  baptism. 

2.  Bapto  is  rendered  sprinkle.    Rev.  xix.  18 

8.  Katharismasj  purification,  is  rendered  by  baptism.  John 
iii.  25. 

4.  Renders  baptidzo  by  tamankj  to  baptize. 

Castbll. — ^^  Tamanky  to  be  baptized,  to  baptize.** 

4.  Renders  baptidzo  by  mOymiOy  "water."  It  is  the  same 
root  with  mohy  "  sprinkled  with  water,  pour  rain,  water,  juice, 
liquid,  water.** — Castell. 

V. — ^Egyptian.    Same  as  the  above. 

VI. — Coptic.    Third  century. 

1.  BaptOy  sprinkle^    Rev.  xix.  18. 

2.  Baptidzo  by  tamaka.    See  Ethiopic  above. 

8.  Baptidzo  by  tamashy  applied  to  affusion,  tears.  Psalm  vi.  6. 
VII. — Egyptian.     Third  century. 

1.  Baptidzo  rendered  oms — ^water,  wash,  wet,  sprinkle,  same 
root  as  amad. 

Vin. — ^Basmuric.    Third  century. 

1.  baptOy  sprinkle. 

2.  Transfers  baptidzo. 
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IX. — Sahidic.    1.  BaptOy  sprinkle.    2.  Transfers  bapiidzo. 
X. — Persic.     1.  Gutha  is  immersef,  but  never  baptize. 

2.  Shusta  shusHdan'y  wash,  baptize,  never  immerse  or  dip. 

3.  Suharj  shucj  "  give  a  bath  or  administer  a  wasting,  (.t  e. 
pour  the  water  for  it,)  to  fall  in  drops  of  water,  to  distill,  to 
baptize." 

5.  It  renders  purifying,  John  iii.  25,  baptism. 

6.  Baptidzo  is  rendered  by  a  word  used  in  Exodus  ii.  6, 
where  the  daughter  of  Pharaoh  went  to  wash  epi  at  the  river; 
and  Gen.  xviii.  4,  with  "a  little  water ; "  Johnxiii.  10,  washed, 
i.  e.,  feet.  All  did  not  plunge  into  the  same  water  their  feet, 
it  defiled  by  touch  of  some  needing  purification. 

XI.— Luther,  1522. 

1.  BaptOy  sprinkle,  besprengt.    Rev.  xix.  13. 

2.  BaptidzOy  waschen.     Mark  vii.  4 ;  Luke  xi.  38,  etc 

3.  Baptidzo,  taufen,  baptize,  when  he  and  the  Qermans 
always  baptized  by  affusion,  used  it,  therefore,  exactly  as  we 
do  baptize,  as  if  transferring  baptidzo. 

Xn. — Lusitanian. 

1.  BapiOj  salpacadoy  sprinkle.     Rev.  xix.  18, 

2.  BaptidzOy  wash.     Mark  vii.  4,  etc. 

3.  Baptidzo  transferred. 

Xin.  and  IV. — Italian  and  French.  Wash,  transfer,  where 
the  ordinance  occurs  as  Christian  baptism. 

SUMMARY    ON    VERSIONS. 

1.  For  the  first  fifteen  hundred  years  after  Christ  noverdoo 
rendered  baptidzo  dip  or  immerse. 

2.  Nearly  all — all  the  best — render  bapto  by  sprinkle. 

3.  Wherever  they  render  baptize  by  a  word  of  any  mode, 
by  modal  words,  in  every  case  it  is  a  word  of  affusion. 

4.  All  the  earliest  and  best,  save  Itala  and  Vulgate,  trans- 
late baptidzo  by  words  meaning  to  sprinkle— these  two,  Itala 
and  Vulgate,  transfer,  but  render  Chaldee  of  baptize  by 
sprinkle,  as  well  as  bapto. 

XV. — Versions. 

1.  The  two  oldest  manuscript  Bibles  in  the  world,  Siu?itic and 
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Vatican,  about  A.  D.  325,  translated  baptisontai  by  rantisontai^ 
sprinkle  themselves  for  baptize  themselves.  Mark  vii.  4.  The 
copyists,  learned  Greeks,  knew  it  was  by  sprinkling,  hence 
translate  it  instead  of  transferring,  as  it  was  Jewish, traditional 
baptism,  and  always  by  sprinkling.  Baptidzo  applies  to  many 
modes. 
2.  Seven  others,  ancient  copies,  have  it  sprinkle. 

8.  Euthymus,  a  learned  Greek  of  the  4th  century,  has  it  the 
same.  Dr.  Graves  asked  why  it  was  translated  sprinkle,  rantidzo, 
if  baptklzo  meant  sprinkle  ?  Baptidzo  means  to  sprinkle,  and 
applies  to  sprinklings,  but  like  so  many  words  we  have  seen 
and  one,  ^n^o,  we  just  saw,  it  applies  to  other  processes  also, 
is  a  far  more  extended  word  in  meaning  than  rantidzo;  hence 
it  is  reduced  by  these  translators  to  one  definite  mode  there. 
They  would  not  allow  any  substitute  for  baptidzo  in  Greek,  as 
the  word  for  baptism  is  a  Christian  rite. 

And  Furst  is  a  now  wild  infidel  of  Germany.  What  was 
their  favorite  Gesenius,  but  half  infidel,  half  transcendentalist 
and  rationalist  ?  Where  is  the  proof  of  Furst  being  infidel? 
He  has  done  more  for  philology  and  for  the  better  study  of  the 
Bible  in  Hebrew  than  any  man  since  Buxtorff  and  Castell, 
two  hundred  years  ago. 

But  the  Doctor  thinks  they  have  big  pools  in  the  Syriac 
church  somewhere,  and  that  points  to  immersion.  Now,  1. 
We  adduce  the  proof  of  all  we  introdme  as  argument.  Have  you 
noticed  that?  The  Doctor  tells  you  this  and  that,  and  nine 
cases  out  often  we  refute  it  whenever  he  introduces  his  proof  or 
it  is  at  hand.  All  our  authorities  are  in  hand.  But  we 
showed 

1.  That  the  Syriac  lexicons  were  all  against  him,  and  the 
application  of  his  big  pool. 

2.  All  the  versions  are  against  it.  Catafago,  like  Castell 
(must  I  repeat  it  the  twentieth  time),  uses  amad — spells  it 
in  English  just  that  way — whose  Qnly  definition  is  "the  being 
wet  with  rain."  That  is  secular,  daily  use.  So  Castell  defines 
it,  having  natives  of  the  East  to  help  him,  and  two  native 
lexicons  of  the  ninth  and  tenth  centuries  as  a  foundation, 
both  in  Syriac  while  it  was  a  living  language. 
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3.  A  big  pool  twelve  or  eighteen  hnndred  years  after  Christ 
is  late  in  the  day  to  tell  what  was  ordained  in  the  Commis- 
siou. 

4.  We  saw  that  the  Syriac  Council,  discussing  ama(2  as  to  the 
projper  person  of  the  verb,  incidentally  twice  use  sprinkle. 
"We  quoted  it  once;  put  it  in  evidence. 

5.  "We  saw  that  Syriac  writers  of  the  third  and  fourth 
centuries  call  shedding  tears,  baptizing,  shedding  blood,  bap- 
tizing. 

6.  We  saw  that  they  held  that  John  caught  some  of  the 
water  that  flowed  down  Christ* s  body  when  he  was  baptized, 
and  it  was  divided  out  among  the  twelve  apostles  for  baptiz- 
ing. This  showed  (1)  that  they  believed  the  apostles  baptized 
by  affusion.  (2)  That  Christ  was  so  baptized.  We  have  the 
Syriac  works  for  all  this.  It  is  copied  in  the  Louisville  De- 
bate. 

7.  Better  than  all,  the  version  made  in  the  apostles' age 
sustains  it  all,  and  shows  that  they  used  their  Syriac  words 
for  baptize  where  the  clearest  cases  of  sprinkling  and  pouring 
are  named,  falling  of  tears  and  rain  on  objects,  while  they 
translate  tabhal,  Hebrew  for  baptize,  by  sprinkle.  They  trans- 
lated sprinkle,  baptize,  and  baptize,  sprinkle.  Surely  that 
shows  what  they  believed. 

We  have  adduced  all  the  proof  needed  on  the  age  of  the 
versions  of  the  Peshito.  We  quote  one  sentence  from  an 
ancient  Syriac  writer,  Bibliotheca  Orientalis  Assemani,  torn, 
iii,  p.  212.  "But  the  rest  of  the  Old  Testament  (books)  and 
of  the  New  Testament  were  translated  with  great  pains  and 
accuracy  by  Thaddeus  and  the  other  apostles."  There  is 
no  shadow  of  proof  against  this.  Were  we  disposed,  and  were 
it  necessary  to  urge  it,  we  feel  perfectly  able  to  vindicate  this 
as  the  correct  view.  All  agree  it  is  the  best,  the  pureat,  the 
oldest,  the  most  literal  of  all  versions  of  the  Bible  extant 
How  came  it  to  be  so  unless  by  apostolic  aid? 

He  reads  those  old,  unreliable  products  of  Barnabas, 
put  in  the  middle  of  the  second  century  by  all  the  best  histo- 
rians now,  and  admitted  to  be  in  great  doubt  as  to  when  and 
by  whom  written.     They  amount  to  nothing,  and  say  not  a 
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iiboat  immersion.  The  first  Father  that  names  ^^  mer- 
L8  Tertallian — trine  immersion — to  absorb  the  grace  of 
illy  out  of  the  water.  He  admits  perfusion,  sprinkling, 
Atedly  we  have  shown. 

Novatian's  baptism  is  up.  Bat  70a  surely  know  it  id 
dsely  reported  in  immersion  books.  It  does  not  say,  as 
lote  it,  ^^  if  that  can  be  termed  baptism."  It  reads :  ^'  If 
(et  ge  oAroe),  it  be  proper  (or  becoming)  {legtiii)  to  say 
ich  a  person  {ton  toionton) '  (masculine  gender,  referring 
man  himself — one  as  wicked,  possessed  as  held  they 
be,  with  the  devil — so  it  says)  could  receive  it" — that 
ism.  Deny  that  reading  if  you  dare,  and  say  ton  toionton 
to  baptism  as  its  antecedent  It  declares  of  baptism,  he 
^eive  it  (elaben).  If  the  doubt  was  on  the  mode,  as  he 
became  a  bishop,  headed  a  sect  claimed  by  Baptist 
lionists  as  a  Baptist,  why  did  not  they  immerse  him? 
ery  fisu^t  that  he  never  was  immersed,  nor  the  mode 
>ned,  is  proof  enougb  that  all  the  church  admitted 
ling  as  baptism,  superstitious  as  some  were  becoming, 
to  mode,  but  the  quantity  of  water  used.  And  he 
they  poured  it  all  over  him  in  bed,  where  he  was  sick, 
e  as  near  immersion  as  possible,  as  he  was  too  low  to 
^o  immersion !  Isn't  that  rich  7  Just  think  of  it,  hav- 
leluge  of  water  on  a  man  in  bed,  who  is  too  delicate,  too 
le  to  be  put  in  a  trough  of  water!  Would  not  the  wet 
I  kill  him  at  once?    Alas  for  dip! 

lembering  that  Origen,  Basil,  Clemens  Alexandrinus, 
190,  all  vindicate  pouring  and  sprinkling  as  baptism,  as 
Fathers,  then  a  number  of  others  we  gave,  and  Ter- 

as  a  Latin,  as  also  Cyprian,  251,  Jerome,  the  learned 
ktor  of  the  Vulgate,  fourth  century,  commenting  on 
)1  xxxvi,  25 :  ''  Then  will  I  sprinkle  clean  water  upon 
»ys,  "So  that  upon  those  who  believe  and  are  converted 
rror,  I  might  pour  out  the  clean  water  of  baptism."  In 
•d,  Tertullian  quotes  where  the  apostles'  feet  were 
1  by  Christ,  Cyprian,  Jerome,  Origen,  and  Latin  and 

Fathers  too  numerous  to  be  quoted  now,  quote  this 
and  Isaiah  xliv,  3,  "Pour  water  on  him  that  is  thirsty," 
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as  proofs  that  Messiah  woald  baptize.  They  always  appeal 
to  such  verses  for  their  authority  to  baptize.  Would  it  not  be 
strange  for  learned  men  to  quote  Num.  xix,  13,  **  Water  of 
sprinkling;"  Ezek.  xxxvi,  25,  "Sprinkle  clean  water  upon 
you,"  to  prove  the  right  and  authority  to  immerse?  Yet,  the 
Fathers  of  the  first  four  centuries  do  this  constantly.  Not 
only  so,  but  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  A.  D.  190,  calls  "sprink- 
ling one's  body  with  water"  the  likeness  of  Mosaic  baptism. 
We  read  it  as  it  is  in  a  former  speech,  [12th] 

He  thinks  I  made  a  mistake  about  Tertullian.  No,  no;  no 
mistake  yet.  In  all  these  matters  we  are  careful.  We  render 
the  Latin  of  the  writers  just  as  they  intended.  Some  use  their 
words  a  little  differently  from  others.  It  requires  much  famil- 
iarity with  the  old  Fathers  of  the  first  few  centuries  to  know 
just  what  they  did  mean,  and  a  mere  reference  tea  lexicon  of 
classic  Latin  is  liable  to  deceive,  since  they  do  not  define  the 
monkish  Latin  of  late  ages  at  all.  Some  few  come  down  to 
Augustine,  fourth  century,  on  a  few  words. 

Once  more  we  quote  the  lexicons  on  the  Hebrew  word  for 
baptize,  viz :  tabhaij  and  give  the  root  force  of  the  word. 

Tabhal — baptize — haptidzo. 

1.  Tabhal  is  translated  by  haptidzo.    LXX.  2  K.  v.  14. 

2.  Tabhal  was  and  is  used  by  Jews  for  proselyte  baptism. 

3.  Tibhal  is  rendered  by  the  Seventy  by  bapto  generally, 
often. 

4.  The  Targums  translate  rachatsj  wash,  pour,  by  tabhal  at 
times. 

5.  Tab?uil  is  the  oldest  occurrence  of  baptize  by  1000  years. 

L  Lexicons  on  tabhalj  tebhaL 

1.  Schindler.  tabhal^  tinxit,  intinxit  immersit,  moisten,  dip, 
immerse  ita  Uvit,  ut  res  non  mundetor,  sed  tantum  attingat 
bumorem  vel  tota,  vel  ex  parte,  baptizavit  Thus  to  wash,  as 
the  object  is  not  purified,  but  merely  touches  the  moisture  in 
whole  or  in  part,  is  to  baptize. 

2.  Stokius :  tinxit  intinxit  immersit,  at  attingat,  humorem 
ex  toto,  aut  saltern,  ex  parte,  moisten,  dip,  etc,  as  it  merely 
touches  the  liqid  in  whole  or  in  part. 
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J.  Leigh's  "Crit.  Sac :"  tinxit,  int.  immersit,  ita  lavit,  ut  res 
II  mandetQr,  sed  taptum  attingat  humorem  vel  toto,  vel  ex 
*te,  baptizavit.  Moisten,  dip,  immerse ;  thus  to  wash,  as 
t  object  is  not  purified,  but  merely  touches  the  liquid  in 
ole  or  in  part,  is  to  baptize. 

L  Castell,  equivalent  to  nineteen  lexicographers,  nay  twenty 
Cimchi,  whom  Geseniu?,  the  favorite  immersion  lexicogra- 
iT  on  Hebrews,  called  the  classic  lexicographer,  says 
same,  centuries  ago  said  it.  Castell  defines  as  the 
t,  only  with  more  pains  and  fullness,  moisten,  dip, 
iierse.  But  he  lets  us  know  what  the  dip  implies^  intinxit 
ough  moistening,  hence  *^  dips  or  dabble  "  he  gives  as  its 
flish,  the  dipping  (intinctio)  merely  touches  the  object  to 
liquid  in  part  or  in  whole,  (con  and  tango,  to  touch.)  He 
ws  that  in  later  times,  (posterior,)  it  was  (among  Rabbins,) 
>  immerse,  but  not  always." 

1.  Buxtorff,  the  elder  one,  tells  us  likewise  it  is  merely 

)rinkled  by  the  water,"  or  touched.    He  uses  a  word  that 

ans  to  touch  and  sprinkle  both,  (contingatur  ob  aqua.) 

FURSTIANUS. — '*  Begare,  tingere,  perfundere,  immergere,  moiflten, 
,  sprinkle,  immerHe. 

ater  Lex.  Ger.,  by  Same.— To  moisten,  wet,  to  sprinkle;  regare,  tingere, 
«fore,  to  dip,  to  immerse.  The  fimdamental  signiflcation  of  tlie  stem 
is,  to  moisten,  besprinlde.'' 

^t  us  now  test  the  root  meaning  of  this  word.  Bed  is  its 
t  syllable.  Now,  whatever  meaning  constantly  reappears 
he  root,  is  its  primary  meaning. 

THB   ROOT    OF  TABHAL. 

Hie  root  suggested  by  Gesenius,  is  tab.    His  Thesaurus 
ih.  Lois.  1835-6,  and  Heb.  Lex.  by  Robinson)  give  tab  as 
root 

esenius. — ''The  primary  syllable,  tab,  depth,  immersion.     Compare 
b.  diup,  Eng.  deep,  Ger.  ii^f;  also  Qoth.  daufen^  Qer.  taufen^  Eng.  dip, 
dupto  and  softened  deuo.''^ 

Lgain  : 

Tamal^  prim,  immerse.'' 

tabbi  Wise  endorses  Oesenius,  who  puts  it  "dip  wholly  or 

tl\',''  he  says,  which  spoils  all  for  them. 
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1.  Gesenius,  Essay  on  Helps  to  Philology  in  Bib.  Bepoe., 
1833.  G.  M.  Stuart,  Arabic,  1st  of  all,  etc.  Why  all  this 
Aryan  (no  Semitic)  helps  ? 

2.  Where  in  the  Bible,  does  tabhal  express  depth,  or  a  deep 
thorough  immersion  ?    Nowhere. 

8.  He  puts  tab — deuo — sprinkle,  moisten.    How  of  that  ? 

4.  Where  can  he  find  iab  in  any  Semitic  tongue  expressing 
depth  or  immerison  ?    Not  once. 

Let  us  examine  a  few  words  with  tab  as  root. 

1.  "  Nataby  StUlavit  gatta^  shed  drops."      Lexicons  generally. 

2.  ^^  Shataby  Ethiopic.    DistUlavit gutta.^*    Same  as  the  other. 

8.  Baiab,  hudrainin  jnadefaeeri,  (Gtoseoius,)  to  wet,  moistened  with  rain 
(Job  xxiv.  8),  also  with  Juice." 

4.  ^^Nataphj  root,  tab;    To  drop,  fall  in  drops,  distill,  Arab., 
watering,  irrigating.    (Gesenius.) 
6.  '*  Tiuphy  root,  Uaph—i.  e,  tab.    To  pour,  to  pour  out,  irrigate." 

6.  ^^Shataphy  root,  feiA.  To  gush  or  pour  out**  (Gesenios 
and  others.) 

7.  <'7Vl^— i.  «,  tab.  Arabic,  ttaba,    (Freyta,  Gesenius,  etc.)  To  pour,  poor 
out  (Aidit,  effudit") 

Now  what  becomes  of  Gesenius'  suggested  root?  It 
crushes  him. 

Bal  is  the  true  root  of  taJbhalj  as  Furst  shows. 

1.  We  have  seen  that  the  universal  law  of  language  is,  to 
increase  in  strength,  words. 

2.  That  the  process  is  from  sprinkle,  to  dip,  etc 
8.  Bal  is  clearly  the  root  of  tabhoL 

Then  [1]  bal  la^  Hebrew  and  Arabic. 

Freytag.— '*To  moisten,  and  eqiecially  to  make  wet  by  qvinUing  or 
li^t  aflfhaion  of  liquids.'' 

2.  Gesenius.— "To  moisten,  make  wet  l^  aflhaloa  of  Uqaid,  qptinUe." 

8.  Schindlor.— <<Sprinkle." 
4.  Leigh.— ''Sprinkle." 

6.  CastelL— Same  as  Freytag. 

(2)  Phaphalj  root,  balj  Gesenius.  Buxtorfl^  Qes.,  CSastell,  all 
"sprinkle'*  (consi)ersit). 
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» 

(8)  BalcUf  the  root  is  baL    "Sprinkle."    See  my  first  speech. 

(4)  Naphal^bal  IB  the  root.  Terminus,  ^^effundo.^^  Castell, 
"pour  out." 

(6)  Shaphal,  6aZ,  the  root  "To  flow,  to  poor.  Furst,  Ar., 
^'to  rain,  &e," 

(6)  Abaly  bal  is  the  root.    "Rain."    Ar.,  moisten..'* 

(7)  Bal.  Rain. 

(8)  jBmZ,  ball  the  root.  "To  flow,  stream  forth  copiously,  to 
moisten." 

(9)  Mabal^  Arabic,  ma-bal-a.  "  To  flow  copiously,  to  moisten. 

(10)  Ya  bal^  bal  the  root.    "To  flow,  to  stream.     (Furst.) 

(11)  Wd'bal.    "To  pour  rain,  to  rain  copiously,  etc." 

(12)  Ya-baL  "To  flow,  stream,  to  pour,  drop  down, 
moisten."    (Furst.) 

Here  now,  after  examining  the  only  two  syllables,  the  only 
two  possible  roots,  both  destroy  the  immersion  theory.  It 
demonstrates  further  the  absolute  truth  of  what  I  had  the  sat- 
isfaction of  discovering  in  Greek,  Arabic  and  Syriac,  that 
sprinkle  was  the  primary  meaning  of  each  of  those  words  for 
baptize.  What  Furst  was  doing  in  Hebrew  across  the  waters, 
I  had  the  honor  of  doing  in  Syriac,  Greek  and  Arabic,  yes,  on 
an  infinitely  broader  basis  than  he,  we  had  demonstrated  that  the 
whole  philology  of  language  demonstrated  this  great  truth, 
that  the  process  in  all  languages  was  from  sprinkle  to  dip, 
overwhelm,  immerse,  never  reversing  the  law.  Wherever  the 
bap  is,  says  A.  Campbell,  there  is  the  dip.  Bap  is  the  root 
syllable,  the  stem  word  in  all  the  forms  of  bapto  and  baptidzo. 
So  bal  is  the  root  syllable,  stem,  of  all  these  twelve  words  in 
Hebrew,  all  being  as  nearly  related  to  baptize,  {tabhat)  as 
baptOj  baptidassj  baphtBy  baptisrnay  baptismoSy  etc.,  are  to  baptidzo 
in  Greek.  Hence  you  see  affusion,  moistening  by  dew,  drops 
of  water,  etc.,  run  through  all  those  words  of  the  same  root. 
Hence  sprinkle  is  the  primary  meaning  of  baptize  in  Hebrew 
as  well  as  Greek. 

But  once  more  the  Doctor  shrinks  under  the  fearful  weight 
of  Furst  Why  does  he  not  attack  Buxtorft',  Castell,  Stokius, 
Schindler,  Kimchi,  Leigh — all  these  who  essentially  assert 
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the  same — that  tabhal  even  wBen  it  is  to  dipy  it  "merely  touches 
the  object  to  the  liquid  ?''  Is  not  that  as  damaging  as  Furstl 
The  truth  is,  this  great  Oerman  occupies  such  a  dazzling 
height  on  the  supernal  throne  of  elevated  scholarship  and 
criticism — has  ascended  such  a  magnificent  pyramid  of  his 
own  building — has  earned  such  a  glorious  fame,  that  the 
height  thereof  so  bedazzles  our  opponent  in  his  groveling 
depths  below,  that  his  eyes  are  holden — bedimmed  with  the 
fog  and  mists  of  error,  and  walled  so,  that  he  can  never  real- 
ize the  position  of  independence  and  learning  to  which  the 
greatest  philologist  of  this  century  arose. 

After  the  dose  we  administered  to  Dr.  Graves  in  the  last 
three  speeches,  we  cannot  expect  him  to  be  in  the  sweetest 
temper  and  coolest  frame  of  mind.  It  makes  a  chronic 
patient  wonderfully  sick  to  dose  him  so  strongly.  But  it  is 
the  only  remedy  for  a  long  seated  disease,  sometimes.  So 
bear  up.  Doctor,  though  we  probe  deeply,  heal  closely,  salt 
and  pepper  profusely  and  bleed  you  as  closely  as  the  old  son 
of  Hippocrates  did  in  Gil  Bias. 

My  lectures  over  the  Southwest  hurt.  My  "big  books" 
liurt.  Stokius  hurts.  All  hurts.  Syriac  hurts.  Hebrew 
hurts.  Yes,  and  they  will  hurt  on.  We  will  ply  the  lash  on 
error  till  we  whip  it  to  its  den. 

He  puts  it  mildly  indeed  that  now  he  makes  me  say  that  A. 
Campbell,  Dr.  Graves,  etc.,  did  not  give  all  that  Schleusner 
said.  That  would  be  silly.  What  I  did  say  was  that,  Dr. 
Graves,  both  in  his  lexical  citations,  July  4, 1868,  and  during 
this  debate,  left  out  the  very  words  and  texts  that  I  omitted, .with 
tins  difference:  I  gave  the  signs  of  omission.  My  opponent, 
and  all  of  us,  know  the  omitted  words  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  real  meaning  of  Schleusner.  I  gave  evety  word  of  his 
flefinitions.  This  he  dare  not  deny.  But  Dr.  Graves  omits: 
1.  These  very  words  that  I  omit.  2.  He  omits  the  explana- 
tion Schleusner  gave,  that  baptidzo  does  not  occur  in  the  New 
Testament  in  the  sense  of  dip,  immerse,  plunge,  bat  in  the 
8ense  of  wash,  cleanse,  purify,  and  this  by  any  of  the  modes 
— pouring,  sprinkling,  immersing. 

8.  Dr.  Graves  omits  the  word  "pour  forth  "in  Schlensner. 
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How  now  does  he  excuse  himself?  He  says:  "We  only 
proposed  to  give  what  he  [S.]  declares  to  be  the  primary 
and  proper  definition  of  baptidzo"  Indeed !  That  is  not  the 
case.  In  the  same  chapter  or  article,  you  use  these  words : 
"Observe  that  not  one  of  these  Pedobaptist  authors  and  lexi- 
cographers gives  sprinkle  or  pour  as  a  definition  of  baptidzo" 
In  last  week's  paper,  "  The  Baptisty^  by  Dr.  Graves,  he  asserts : 
"Thirty-two  Greek  lexicons  define  baptidzo^  to  dip,  plunge,  or 
immerse,  and  not  one  of  them  defines  it  to  pour  or  to  sprin- 
kle." Now,  we  have  seen  that  all  the  great  standards  give 
sprinkle  or  pour,  or  both,  save  the  abridgments  of  Stephanus, 
born  under  immersion  rule.  Yet  he  never  gives  dip  as  a 
meaning  at  all.  He  never  gives  immerse  as  a  Bible  meaning. 
He  gives  wash,  cleanse — abluo^  lavo — as  its  only  New  Testa- 
ment meanings.  But  Passow,  Suicer,  Stokius,  Schleusner, 
Schneider,  Rost  and  Palm — twenty-jive  authorities  define  it  sprin- 
kle or  pour,  or  both.  Schneider,  a  great  German,  1819,  gives  its 
general  meanings  as  equivalent  to  brecho — sprinkle,  shed  forth. 
Passow  gives  its  general  meaning  as  "sprinkle  upon,  pour 
upon."  Leigh,  its  primary,  as  wash — or  any  mode  whatever. 
Host  and  Palm  give — ^'•generally  to  sprinkle  upon,  pour  upon." 

Stokius  tells  us  that  though  in  his  estimation  it  meant  dip, 
immerse,  yet  by  a  metalepsis,  it  come  to  mean  "to  wash,  to 
cleanse,  because  anything  is  accustomed  to  be  dipped  or  im- 
mersed in  water,  that  it  may  be  washed  or  cleansed,  although, 
also,  the  washing  can,  and  generally  is,  effected  bt  sprinkling 
THE  WATER.  Mark  vii.  4;  Luke  xi.  88.  Hence  it  is  transferred 
to  the  sacrament  of  baptism."  Then  follow  a  lot  of  texts  in 
Matthew,  Luke,  etc.  Now  look  at  his  facts.  Because  it 
came  to  mean  to  toash^  then  toash  by  sprinkling^  and  because 
it  was  "  accustomed  to  be  done  by  sprinkling  the  water — adsper- 
gendo  aquam.  Hence  it  is  transferred  to  the  sacrament  of  bap- 
tism, and  he  cites  a  host  of  texts  in  the  gospels  for  that  use  of 
it.  Beza  argues  the  same  way  exactly.  So  does  Witsius, 
Terretinus,  Vossius  and  Suicer.  Yet  all  of  them  hold  to 
affusion.  Beza  held  that  John  "poured"  the  water  on  them. 
Witsius,  Terretinus,  etc.,  held  that  Acts  xi.  41,  and  in  the 
baptism  of  Cornelius,  Paul,  Lydia,  the  Jailor — all  was  by 
28 
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affasioD.  So  they  declare,  as  we  quoted  them,  already.  Yet 
they  argued  exactly  as  Stokius  and  Schleusuer  do.  [See  the 
full  quotations  of  Stokius  and  Schleusner  in  my  first  speech, 
28,  29,  30].  Then  Stokius  tells  us  of  its  metaphorical  appli- 
cation. ^^Metaphorically,  it  designates  the  pouring  cot  of 
the  Holy  Spirit  upon  the  apostles  and  other  believers  *  *  • 
since  aiicimtly  the  water  was  copiously  poured  upon  those  bap- 
tized, or  they  were  immerged  deep  in  the  water,"  etc.  Here 
its  metaphorical  use  is  where  it  applies  to  the  Spirii^  thai  bawU 
on  its  literal  use — pouring  water  Copiously  on  those  baptized. 
Now,  where  is  the  metaphorical  about  sprinkling  and  pcfuriptf 
water  on  people?  Where  is  the  metaphor?  It  is  simply  a 
most  daring  effort  to  befog  your  minds  and  suppress  the  clear 
record  of  facts.  What  does  he  offer  to  overcome  this?  He 
cites,  under  the  noun,  a  word  never  used  by  Christ  of  this 
ordinance  ordained  in  the  commission — never  used  in  apo^ 
tolic  preaching,  a  single  time  as  to  the  ordinance  of  Christian 
baptism — a  later  word  than  baptidzo  by  five  hundred  years  and 
more;  and  Stokius,  defining  it,  is  far  less  full  here,  as  he  had 
just  defined  the  older  and  far  more  important  word — baptidzo 
— the  only  word  used  by  him  for  his  ordinance  of  baptism — 
he  then  uses  the  words  quoted  by  Dr.  Oraves  ;ai9(/  not  a  text  cited 
in  the  Bible  in  that  connection  to  show  it  was  a  New  Testament 
use — the  immerse.  On  the  contrary,  he  tells  us  when  it  came 
to  mean  "  to  be  washed  or  cleansed,"  hence  it  was  transferred 
to  designate  the  first  sacrament  of  the  New  Testament. 

He  then  tells  us  they  call  it  '^  initiatiOy "  ^^  namely  baptism; 
which  they  call  the  initiation,  in  which  those  to  be  baptized 
were  formerly  immersed  into  water,  though  at  this  time  the 
water  is  only  sprinkled  upon  them  etc,"  I  give  Dr.  Graves' 
rendering.  See  his  last  speech,  as  well  as  15th.  Now  here 
when  thev  immersed  "formerlv"  who  does  not  see  that  he 
alludes  to  the  ages  after  the  apostles?  It  was  in  the  days  when 
thev  used  the  term  ^^ initiate.''*  Who  reads  of  initiation*  in  the 
New  Testament  baptism?  Under  baptitizOj  Christ  and  the 
apostles'  ONLY  word  in  all  cases  of  baptizing  or  ammaifidmg  or 
practicing  it,  we  see  S.  says  it  was  "fry  sprinkling  the  water/' 
because  they  poured  it  on  copiously,  from  that  use  of  it,  it  came 
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to  be  applied  to  the  Spirit  descending  on  the  people.  Now 
what  fearful  suppressions,  what  torture  to  record  and  truth  is 
resorted  to  by  controveraialists  to  get  rid  of  thoee  damaging 
facts?  Here  S.  tells  nothing  oi^Hhey  call  it  initiation"  and  all 
that  jargon  of  the  dark  age  immersionists. 

Every  man  can  see  that  Dr.  Graves  is  simply  stung  to  fury 
when  he  tries  to  fix  on  me  the  idea  8uppressing(?)  He  wants 
to  joke  really. 

And  now  comes  again  Schleusner.  We  exposed  Dr.  Graves 
enough  in  our  last  two  speeches  or  three,  God  knows.  Indeed 
we  pity  him.  Our  friends  know  it  It  hurts  him  so  badly 
we  hate  to  do  it    But  duty  compels. 

Dr.  Graves  re-asserts  that  I  do  not  rightly  interpret  Schleus- 
ner. Now  it  is  only  a  question  in  this  case  of  understanding 
an  author.  Dr.  Wilkes  and  I,  both  took  the  same  view  so  far 
as  this  part  omitted  by  him,  by  me,  by  A.  Campbell,  Ingham 
and  Dr.  Graves  is  concerned.  I  was  the  first  who  ever  gave 
these  lexicons  in  full  to  the  reading  world  on  this  question. 
My  full  exposure  of  Dr.  Graves'  view,  is  in  speech  15th.,  and 
need  not  be  repeated.  I  add  this,  in  view  of  Dr.  Graves' 
additional  blunders.  Dr.  Graves  aays :  tabhxi  [immerse]  is  used 
in  the  two  [Psalms  Ixviii.  5,  ix.  6.]  referred  to  in  the  sense  of 
to  destroy  by  overflowing  \  and  Schleusner  declares  that  in  this 
sense,  i.  e.  *  to  drown,  to  perish  by  the  submersion,'  it  is  never 
used  in  the  New  Testament. 

He  is  endorsed  by  Drs.  Varden.  Talbert,  Breaker,  and  Boyce 
"one  of  the  ripest  scholars  of  this  age."  Boyce  writes  a  letter 
endorsing  Dr.  Graves's  position.  All  right.  Now  for  the  form. 

Here  is  the  real  test  of  accuracy ^  judgment  and  criticism.  I 
ask  no  help  but  that  of  Truth.  But  if  I  fail,  Drs.  Horn,  Prit- 
chett.  Prof.  Newman,  Elder  Cox,  will  come  to  my  aid — ^Bros. 
Bailey  and  McFarland  will  not  desert,  while  I've  tried  Dr.  M. 
R.  Jones  before. 

My  friends,  to  appreciate  the  trap  Dr.  Graves  has  fallen  in, 
the  snare  he  is  caught  in,  you  must  know  that  the  Psalms  are 
chaptered  and  versed  differently  in  Hebrew  to  what  they  are  in 
English.    Schleusner  refers  to  Psalms  Ixviii.  6,  and  ix.  6,  as 
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the  places  where  in  Symmaehus  an  unknown  translator  trans- 
lates taJbha  by  bnptidzo^  I  have  all  these  Versions.  Now  it  §© 
happens  that  in  Ps.  ix.  6,  James*  version,  *'*' destructions^^  are  named 
as  coming  on  people.  Hence  Dr.  Oraves  has  been  led  to  look  at 
that  as  the  taJbha,  and  renders  it  "to  destroy  by  oterflawmg.^ 
"  Hence  they  perish  by  submersion."     What  are  the  Ikcts? 

1.  Dr.  Graves  and  his  aids  blunder  into  the  ditch  exactlv  as 
those  tabha  immerses.  The  places  in  our  version  where  this 
tabha  occurs  are  Psalms  ix.  15.  "The  heathen  [tabha — Greek 
of  Schleusner — baptidzo]  are  sunk  down  in  the  pit  they  made.^ 
No  one  perishes  here.  It  is  simply  calamities  and  pits  they 
sink  into.  The  other  is  Psalms  Ixix.  2,  in  James'  version,  "miit 
(tabha)m  deep  mire."  Here  is  no  submersion — no  going  clear 
under,  no  dip^  no  perishing.  Here  then  these  men  blunder  all  the 
way  through,  and  become  victims  of  tabha  themselves.  Zalha 
never  means  anything  but  immerse — never  in  all  the  Bible.  It 
never  means  dip.  No  lexicon  ever  so  defined  it,  and  they  would 
have  been  false  if  they  had.  It  never  applies  to  overflowing. 
In  neither  case  given  by  Schleusner  does  the  objects  perish — 

die  as  the  effect  of   tabha.  So  all  their  smoke  is  cleared  awav. 

• 

Now  then  they  make  S.  say  in  the  sense  of  tabha^  baptidzo 
never  occurs  in  the  New  Testament,  but  it  does  very  frequenthf 
in  Greek  writers,  e.  g.  Diodorus  Siculus,  of  the  overflowing 
of  the  Nile,  etc.  Now  it  so  happens  that  baptidzo  never  occurs 
in  any  Greek  writer  known,  in  the  sense  it  does  in  these  two 
Psalms.  Where  does  it  mean  "sink  down  into  a  pit" — *'*'  sink 
in  deep  mire,"  referring  to  inextricable  troubles  and  sorrows? 
Nowhere  in  "Greek  writers."  Hence  these  men  make  the 
Greek  critic  speak  like  an  ignoramus,  and  say  what  would 
convict  him  of  egregious  ignorance.  But  this  is  not  the  only 
vexatious  trouble  in  which  they  are  involved.  They  say  that  it 
means  baptidzo  does  occur  in  the  New  Testament  in  the  eenve 
of  tabhal. 

But  1.  In  no  instance  in  all  the  Bible  does  tabhal  immene, 
envelop  or  cover  up  the  object 

2.  All  great  lexicographers  tell  oa  even  when  it  meana  dip, 
(tingo)  "  it  herelt  touches  the  object  to  fhe  liquid  in  part  or 
in  whole."      It  never  envelops  or  puts  the  object  under  the 
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element  So  this  ruina  their  position.  Thej  insist  "hae" 
must  refer  to  the  Uist  word,  tabha^  because  in  classic  Latin 
especially  where  two  such  words  as  hoc  and  iUUy  or  Aoe,  illud 
occur,  the  Aic,  haec^  hoc^  refers  to  the  latter.  But  (1)  this  is  in 
classic  use.  (2)  It  is  not  rigidly  followed,  but  often  reversed. 
(3)  The  common  Latin  often  reverses,  as  Selden  does.  See 
speech  15,  4,  4.  It  makes  Selden  say  what  is  false  and  ab- 
surd. 

Let  us  construct  1^  sentence  and  apply  this  rule  of  theirs. 

Tertullian  uses  tingo  as  we  do  baptize,  the  Germans  tauferij 
and  under  tiriffo  he  places  as  species  of  it  perfundoj  adspergOj 
louOy  mergo.  But  in  this  sense,  in  hoc  autemy  etc.,  it  never  oc- 
curs in  Ovid,  Virgil  or  Horace.  Or  I  say,  tifigoy  to  baptize, 
administer  baptism,  and  answers  to  baptidzo  in  Matt,  xxviii, 
19  and  to  tauferij  Luther's  Version,  Matt,  iii,  16;  Luke  iii, 
16-21,  but  in  thia  sense  it  never  occurs  in  Virgil,  Horace,  etc., 
but  does  very  often  in  Cyprian  and  the  Christian  Fathers,  etc. 
To  what  must  the  word  "this  sense"  refer?  Certainly  to 
both  baptize  and  administer  baptism,  the  whole  meaning. 
Hence  *'hac'*  refers  to  a  united  meaning — to  the  definitions 
as  onej  not  to  the  references.  In  no  book  on  earth  making  a 
definition  with  mere  references,  and  not  07ie  of  them  defined, 
.could  it  be  held  as  interpreted  by  those  men. 

To  further  their  cause,  in  speech  15  he  changes  the  punctu- 
ation, leaves  out  a  very  important  word,  and  thus  helps  to 
.conceal  the.  sense.  In  his  last  he  drops  "aa/em,"  to  help  con- 
ceal it  further,  adds  a  word  that  }»  not  in  S.,  and  thus  seeks 
to  destroy  the  sense. 

-  Here  is  Schleusner:  Baptidzo,  properly. — ^I  immerse  or 
dip,  I  plunge  into  water,  from  baptOj  and  answers  to  the  He- 
brew taJbhal,  2  Kings,  v,  14,  in  the  Alexandrian  version,  and 
tabha  id  Symmaehus.  Ps.  Ixviii,  5,  and  in  an  uncertain  one, 

•  Pa.  ix,  6.     But  in  this  sense  it  never  occurs  in  the  New  Tes- 

■  lament,"  etc. 

Clearly  this  tells  us  baptidzo  does  not  occur  in  the  sense  of 
dip,  immerse,  in  the  New  Testament  If  it  were  still  in  doubt, 
he  dissipates  it  by  showing  that  from  his  view  baptidzo  meant 
dip  or  immerse  in  water  in  classic  Greek,  and  theiice  came  to 
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mean  washy  cleanse^  so  he  urges  and  says.    It  then  means  tcask^ 
cleanse.    So  says  8.,  hence  applied  to  baptism. 

He  then  quotes  where  a  number  of  manuscripts  read 
sprinkle  for  baptize,  and  they  include  the  two  oldest  Bibles  in 
the  world,  in  Mark  vii,  4.  Thus  he  shows  this  washing  was 
by  sprinkling  also,  as  well  as  by  immersing.  Then  he  tells 
us  it  is  "  to  administer  to,  give  to  one  copiously,  to  pour 
forth,"  etc. 

Finally,  all  that  old  school  of  writers  who  urge  exactly  the 
same  argument  S.  does  on  bapiidzo^  some  naming  iabhal  also, 
Beza  and  Suicer,  e.  ^.,  when  they  cotne  to  tell  of  Apostolic 
baptism  tell  us  it  was  by  pouring,  etc.  Beza  is  far  less  favor- 
ble  to  our  side,  seemingly,  when  defining  his  ideas  of  how  it 
means  to  wash.  Yet  he  held  that  John  also  bapti2ed  by 
^^pourinff.'*    So  of  Witsius,  Stokius,  etc. 

The  testinipny  of  Stokius  is  that  because,  by  a  melalqais 
haptidzo  means  wa^h^  cleanse^  and  because  the  cleansing  and 
washing  was  actually  performed  "  by  sprinkling  the  water," 
and  this  sprinkling  the  water  for  purification  or  cleansing  was 
practiced  by  Jews  for  centuries,  Mark  vii,  4;  Luke  xi,  88, 
because  they  were  accustomed  to  thus  cleanse,  "  hence,  (hme) 
because  of  this  fact^  it  (baptidzo)  is  transferred  to  the  Sacra- 
ment of  baptism."  Hence  ^^  metaphoricaUy  it  designates  th« 
pouring  out  of  the  Holy  Spirit." 

Why  this  metaphorical  use  ?  Why  does  baptidzo  thus  occur 
in  the  Gospels,  and  Epistles,  and  Acts  ?  Hear  him.  "  Sinct 
anciently  the  water  was  copiously  poured  upon  those  baptized 
or  they  were  immerged  deep  into  the  water,**  etc.  Now  when 
S.  bases  his  metaphorical  use  of  baptidzo— ^^ pour  out"  on  thi 

ACTUAL    FACT    THAT    THUS    THBY    BAPTIZED    PEOPLE    BY    POUBDie 

WATER  ON  THEM,  to  try  to  jumblc  and  garble  ^Ao^  with  meti^ 
phor,  is  just  worthy  of  the  cause  that  mistates  aU  authorities, 
misquotes  all  lexicons,  misconstrues  all  facts  that  stand  in  tb« 
way  of  their  heated  distempers  and  fanatic  intolerance.  He 
admits  Schleusner  means  the  same,  and  so  do  we,  and  thus  we 
pass  in  the  record. 

Dr.  Oraves  quotes  Barnabas,  and  Hennas  next,  thus :  **Ba^ 
nabas,  supposed  to  have  been  the  companion  of  Bt  Paul,  ftc," 
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and  "  Hermas,  writing  about  A.  D.  96,  in  the  "Shephenl/* 
works  "ascribed"  to  those,  say — ^what  ?  Not  a  word  about  dip 
or  immerse.  But  look  at  the  dates  given  these  apocryphal 
mythic  writers.  Paul's  day  and  A.  D.  95  was  still  in  John's 
day.  Does  even  Dr.  Graves  believe  they  lived  then — the  Her- 
mas and  Barnabas  here  quoted  f  Hear  Dr.  Graves,  in  a  note 
on  these  very  men.  Orchard's  History,  p.  18,  where  Orchard 
gives  A.  D.  92,  and  Barnabas  as  "  Paul's  companion'' — hear 
Dr.  Graves  on  that — **  I  am  not  toiUing  to  endorse  the  above  two 
fathers  as  orthodox  or  as  thb  cotempobaries  of  the  Apostles.'^ 
All  writers  who  have  a  decent  respect  for  fact  now  place  them 
fiar  down  in  the  second  century  and  as  most  foolish  and  ridicu- 
lous writers  and  dreamers,  especially  Hermas.  We  have 
quoted  TertuIIian  enough — Dr.  Graves  has  made  no  attempt 
to  reply. 

He  has  produced  his  authorities.  All  fail.  He  has  not— 
he  cannot  produce  a  case  of  baptism  by  dipping  a  person  once 
into  the  water,  or  immersing  him,  and  immersing  him  as 
Baptists  baptize  before  the  fourth  century  after  Christ.  He 
can't  find  a  case  of  baptism  by  three  immersions  till  TertuI- 
Iian, and  he  dates  him  A.  D.  204  in  his  last  speech.  Super- 
stitions and  superstitious  ideas  of  the  efficacy  of  water  are 
held  by  TertuIIian  that  are  revolting.  Yet  he  tells  us  also 
baptism  was  "a  single  sprinkling  of  water"  on  the  subject, 
He  uses  adspergo — sprinkle,  perfundo^  sprinkle,  louoy  "  wash, 
besprinkle,"  tingo^  "  moisten,  wet — equivalent  to  Greek  hudor 
and  rainOy  sprinkle — sprinkle  with  water,  and  mergo,  mergito — 
sink,  plunge,  for  baptize.    Dr.  Graves  renders  him  thus : 

'*  TertuIIian,  writing  about  A.  D.  204,  says,  the  person  to  be  baptized  is 
let  down  into  the  water,  and  with  a  few  words  said  is  dipped.^^ 

Now  let  down  in  TertuIIian  is  meraus — rendered  dip  and  im- 
merse constantly  by  Dr.  Graves  in  this  debate.  The  word  he 
renders  "  dipped  "  is  tingo,  always  used  by  TertuIIian  for  bap- 
tize, even,  as  a  rule  where  he  uses  adspergo  and  lavo  and  mecgo 
ta  describe  it.  The  truth  is,  TertuIIian  is  here  describing  the 
superstitious  way  of  putting  a  person  quite  neck  deep — mergo 
—sinking,  mersing  him,  and  then  while  thus  mersed  in  water 
to  soak  the  grace  of  God  into  him — to  "imbibe"  it  as  Tertul- 
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liau  says,  the  baptism  ''  tingo^^  is  eutirely  separate  as  an  ordi- 
nance from  the  soaking  he  gets,  merged  in  water.  In  many 
oases  1/  not  all  at  that  time,  the  baptism  was  performed  by 
sprinkling  his  head  as  he  thus  stood  in  water.  At  last  they 
got  to  ''  ducking"  their  heads  under,  and  thus  began  immer- 
sion— three  times  ducking  their  heads.  And  thewe  are  the 
allusions  to  descending  tntothe  water  by  the  monstrously  super- 
stitious Hermas.  In  my  possession  are  all  the  old  Syriac  Rit- 
uals in  Assemani  Bib.  Orientalis,  four  folio  volnmns  of  Syriac 
— ^in  which,  in  the  dark,  superstitious  ages  which  Bar-Hebreens 
celebrates,  quoted  by  Dr.  Graves,  speech  sixteenth,  they 
stood  people  in  the  water  for  an  hour  or  so,  parading,  singing, 
praying  over  them,  then  baptizing  them  after  having  mersed 
them  in  water  for  an  hour  or  two.  But  it  was  not  the  baptism. 
They  would  then  baptize  them  "  standing  in  the  water." 
Hence,  Gesenius  Thesaurus  says  ^^  amad  among  the  Syrians 
was  baptize,  because  {quod)  they  stood  in  the  water  who  were 
baptized."  Schindler  says  the  same — ^*'  For  he  stood  in  the 
water."  They  thought  amad  in  Syriac,  from  this  way  of  bap- 
tizing, was  the  same  as  the  Uebrew — a  mistake.  All  ancient 
Syrians  held  that  Christ  stood  in  or  by  the  Jordan  and  was 
baptized  by  pouring  as  He  stood.  Alas  for  immersion  as  the 
only  mode ! 

I  will  here  remark  that  in  my  debate  with  Dr.  Wilkes,  I  had 
an  edition  of  Wesley's  notes,  very  old,  that  had  not  the  words 
'*by  immersion"  in  it  on  Rom.  vi.,  5,  owned  now  by  Rev.  J. 
R.  Dempsey,  Ky.,  but  when  I  saw  the  other  editions  all  had 
it,  I  promptly  published  the  fact  in  a  number  of  papers  to  do 
justice  to  all  parties,  as  well  as  when  my  reporter  made  several 
mistakes  in  names— quoting  Bloomfield,  Olshaosen  and 
Euinel  just  the  reverse  as  I  quoted  them  in  one  or  two 
places,  I  was  the  first  to  detect  and  publish  a  correction.  I 
was  some  830  miles  from  where  the  work  was  done — proofed 
in  enormous  haste  and  a  few  such  errors  went  uncorrected. 
Hence  I  never  issued  a  2d  ed.  myself,  though  Dr.  Wilkes  did. 

Mr.  President,  Dr.  Graves  has  put  it  in  evidence  that  be  has 
ransacked  the  U.  S.  for  helps  and  facts  on  this  proposition. 
No  stone  is  left  unturned  by  him.    But  all  is  vain.    If  truth 
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were  on  his  side  he  would  not  hi&ve  to  toil,  and  torture,  and 
twist  as  he  does.  He  tells  us  we  must  take  the  first  meanings, 
yet  on  Hebrew  he  has  not  taken  the^r^^  meaning  of  a  single 
lexicon  of  the  great  standards,  nor  the  second  as  they  explain 
themselves.  He  never  takes  the  first  meaning  of  fevo,  never. 
He  never  takes  the  first  of  louo^  nor  of  amad.  Why  this  incon- 
sistency. By  his  rule  we  can  make  sprinkle  and  pour  alwaj's 
mean  immerse.  Vazah  sprinkle  in  Hebrew  is  defined  moist- 
ened, wet.  He  makes  those  the  effect  of  immersion.  Hudoi 
water,  raino  sprinkle — sprinkle  with  water  he  makes  ^^bathe^' 
that  is  "immerse !"  Fundo  pour  means  bathe  also ;  hence  im- 
merse,  Perfundo  means  bathe  also,  heilce  "immerse."  Chutkoo 
to  pour,  means  to  "bathe,"  hence  pour  is  immerse.  How  easy 
it  is  to  prove  immersion  ! !  Zeq  and  brecho  sprinkle,  shed  forth 
as  tears,  to  rain,  means  "to  bathe" — hence  it  is  immerse. 
How  easy  it  is  to  prove  immersion. 

You  have  seen  how  often  he  tried  to  put  Leigh  on  his 
side.  Over  and  again  he  quoted  what  this  one,  that  one,  an- 
ther one  said,  as  if  it  was  Leigh.  Thus  all  Baptist  books 
have  been  doing.  Yet  in  not  an  instance  was  it  Leigh,  but 
an  immersion  theologian  quoted  by  Leigh  so  as  to  present  both 
sides  while  he  defined  it  as  we  showed  for  affusion.  You  see 
how  he  used  Alford  on  Syriae,  CastelPs  lexicon  ;  how  he  ex- 
pressed astonishment  that  I  should  claim  that  Terretinus,  Light- 
foot,  Alford,  etc.,  etc.,  sustained  affusion!!  While  in  points 
almost  innumerable  we  have  exposed  him,  not  once — no,  not 
ONCE  has  he  found  where  we  were  unfair  or  misinterpreted  an 
author.  Truth  needs  no  dodges  or  turns,  or  suppressions. 
Judge  ye  then,  of  the  right 

But  we  now  have  at  last  his  effort  to  meet  our  Hebrew  ar- 
gument, and  srich  an  effort!  It  simply  amazes  us.  He 
takes  up  tabhal  {tabal).  Note  well,  and  let  us  see  the  degree 
of  accuracy  he  exhibits:  for,  dear  friends,  many  of  you,  no 
doubt,  are  perplexed  as  to  who  is  correct  where  such  charges 
aud  differences  occur;  you  want  to  know  the  truth.  Now 
notice  who  is  exposed  and  stands  corrected — who  not.  You 
have  already  seen  me  correct  Dr.  Graves  on  scores  of  issues, 
and  he  stood  corrected.     Not  once  have  Ibeenfoimd  incorrect  and 
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exposed.    Look  at  the  exposures  I  made  in  the  last  two  speeches. 
They  are  simply  fearful.    It  must  still  go  on. 

On  iabhal^  Dr.  Graves  (speech  16)  says  it  "  signifies  to  dip, 
to  immerse,  and  is  the  term  as  generally  osed  to  express  the 
act  of  putting  wnder^''  etc.  Dr.  Graves  and  I,  are  committed 
to  this  rule — that  lexicons  are  reliable  only  to  the  extent  that 
they  are  supported  by  the  texts — the  citations  they  give  or 
can  cite,  to  support  their  definitions.  Tabhal  occurs  only 
sixteen  times  iu  the  Bible.  In  not  asingk  instance  does  it  put 
the  object  under  any  element — submerse  it  Joseph's  coat  was 
tabhaledj  "  baptized  with  the  blood  of  a  kid." — Gen.  xxxvii,  31. 
All  the  facts  show  the  garment  was  sprinkled  with  the  blood. 
So  the  old  Peshito  translates  it — phalpkael — to  sprinkle.*  The 
Septuagiut  translates  tabkal  here  by  moltau).  Dr.  Graves 
savs  ''  Let  it  be  remembered  that  woluno  no  more  means  to 
*  sprinkle'  *  *  *  than  bapto  or  baptidzoJ^  Were  we  to 
grant  that,  it  helps  not  his  cause,  if  for  no  other  reason  than 
this — it  does  mean  '  to  sprinkle ! '  Passow  renders  it  **  sprinkle  " 
bespniigen.  Host  k  Palm  r£nder  it  sprinkle.  So  do  Donne^ 
gan,  Liddell  k  Scott,  yea,  the  immersionist  lexicographer, 
Stephaims,  says  of  it:  '-*•  Primitata  notio  est  coNSPERGERSf  the 
PRIMITIVE  meaning  is  to  sprinkle."  Yet  Dr.  Graves  would 
tell  us  it  does  not  mean  to  sprinkle.  Examine  Leviticus  iv.  6, 
17;  xiv.  6,49-53,  where  this  word  occurs,  and  you  will  see  it 
does  not  immerse  any  object.  The  bird  that  was  tabhaled^e- 
baptized  *' with  the  blood  of  the  slain  bird" — so  it  is  in  He- 
brew— had  not  its  head,  wings  and  tail  even  touched  with  the 
blood.  But  Buxtorfi*,  Stokius,  Leigh,  Schindler,  Rabbi 
Eiinchi,  the  nineteen  renowned  lexicographers  in  Castell,  i>. 
twenty-five  of  the  greatest  Hebrew  lexicographers  ever  known 
till  Furst,  tell  us  to6/i<i/ when  it  isdipj  ^^merelg  touches  the 
object  to  the  liquid."  [See  my  fourth  speech,  p.  87-^.] 
Furst  defines  tabhal  ^^to  moisten,  to  wet,  to  sprinkle,  to  im- 
merse." He  is  the  prince  of  Hebrew  scholars  and  immeraed 
all  Gentile  converts. 

^BuxtorflT,  folio   lexicon,  phaiphaei  eooflpenit,   GMldl: 
Gesenius:  coDspersiL 

t  Thesaurus,  vol.  v.  p.  S£23. 
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But  he  is  an  honest  critic, .  and  the  most  studious  ever 
known. 

But  to  see  how  reliable  Dr.  Graves'  criticisms  are,  he  says 
toiAoZ  means  to  "  overwhelm.*'    Now, 

1.  Not  a  lexicon  or  authority  on  earth  ever  gave  it  such  a 
meaning. 

2.  No  text  on  earth  gives  any  countenance  to  such  a  meaning. 
Baptists  are  so  loose  in  language  that  with  them  "dip,"  "over- 
whelm," "immerse,"  "plunge,"  are  all  one !  Nor  did  we  ever 
see  a  Baptist — certainly  none  of  their  scholars  would  do  so— 
render  tabhal  "  overwhelm." 

He  cites  the  washing  of  Naanian,  U  Kings,  v,  10,  14,  as  a 
case  of  dipping,  because  James'  translators  render  tabhal  dip, 
in  v,  14. 

Benedict,  the  Baptist  Historian,  quotes  the  old  Baptist  His- 
torian, Ivimey's  Hist.  Eng.  Baptists,  vol.  1,188-140,  thus,  of  the 
years  1616  to  1633,  in  England,  "immersion  being  incontro- 

vertibly  the  universal  practice  in  England  at  that  time,"  p. 
337.    [See  my  third  speech  also,  p.  64.]     They  render  it  dip. 

Now,  1.  The  command  was  to  wash  orpurify  himself  seven 
times— roeAate  in  Hebrew,  louo  in  Greek.  Lev.  xiv,  7,  gives 
us  the  law.  "  He  shall  sprinkle  upon  him  that  is  to  be  cleansed 
from  the  leprosy  seven  times,  and  shall  pronounce  him  clean." 

Did  the  Prophet  violate  God's  law?  This  he  could  do  and 
did  do,  standing  "  in  the  Jordan ;"  as  truly  as  an  army  en- 
camped en  by  the  fountain,  or  as  the  3,000,000  stood  still  m 
the  Jordan. 

2.  No  lexicon  or  authority  that  ever  existed  gives  dip  or 
immerse  as  a  meaning  oirachats  or  louo — wash. 

8.  Josephus,  a  high  priest  in  Apostolic  times,  interchanges 
toashj  rachats — louo  with  sprinkle.     See  page  106  of  speech  5th. 

The  best  Greek  lexicons  in  the  world  give  us  sprinkle  and 
pour  as  meanings  of  louOy  including  Galen,  the  oldest  native 
Greek  lexicographer  in  the  world,  Stephanus,  and  the  English 
present  edition  of  Liddell  &  Scott. 

4.  Not  only  is  "shed  forth,"  "pour,"  the  primary  force  of 
rachats  ,  But  the  Septuagint,*so  extolled  by  Dr  Graves,  trans- 
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lates  rachats  by  cheo,  '*to  pour,"  but  never  does  auy  version  ren- 
der it  "dip."    Where  now  the  mode  of  thiQ  washing? 

5.  All  ancient  Versions,  Peshito,  Itala,  Vulgate,  Jewish, 
Chaldee,  Arabic,  etc.,  render  it — tabhal  in  verse  14 — ^by  wash — 
secho  in  Syriac,  rachats  in  Jonathan,  the  Jewish  translator,  louo 
in  Latin  Versions.  Hence  the  whole  voice  of  antiquity,  and 
all  scholarship  unite  in  the  fact  that  it  was  not  immersion. 

6.  In  the  next  place,  it  is  a  physical  impossibility  for  him  to 
have  dipped  himself  in  the  sense  of  dipping  the  whole  person; 
for  he  would  be  fully  shoulder  deep  or  quite  so,  ere  he  could 
or  would  dip.  It  would  only  be  his  shoulders,  arms  and  head 
he  would  dip  therefore. 

7.  He  was  to  vxishy  not  dip.  Such  was  the  command. 
Baptidzo  and  tabhal  mean  to  wash  and  sprinkle,  and  harmonize 
with  the  above,  while  ra/^hats  and  louo  never  mean  "  dip,"  and 
hence  the  facts  harmonize  not  with  dip,  here. 

Dr.  Graves  says  the  "  most  learned  Rabbins  tell  us  that  in- 
variably in  the  Hebrew  purifications  where  rachats^  *  to  wash/ 

is  spoken  of,  either  of  the  clothes  or  of  the  person,  the  whole 
body  must  be  immersed  in  water."  They  do  no  such  thing. 
No  Kabbi  on  earth  says  so.  Maimonides  we  quoted,  speech 
8th,  p.  173-4.  No  mode  was  required.  The  words  to  express 
that  washing  were : 

1.  Rachats,  primarily  meaning  "  to  pour  out,  to  drip,"  and 
tk^nslated  pour  (cheo)  by  the  Version  used  by  the  Apostles — 
Septuagint. 

2.  Kubas^  which  is  "wash,"  and  no  lexicon  ever  made  gives 
it  "dip"  or  "immerse." 

3.  Shatftphy  "to  pour,"  "wash,"  "a  pouring  rain,"  Gesenios. 
"A  rain-gust,"  Furst.  I  Kings  xxii,  38,  it  is  used  where  the 
King's  chariot  is  washed.    No  immersion  appears  in  all  this. 

4.  Tabhal  is  used,  and  already  examined.  Primarily  it  is 
"  to  sprinkle." 

6.  Maimonides  and  the  Rabbins  of  the  dark  ages,  tell  as  it 

was  only  for  extraordinary  pollutions  that  they  thus  thor> 

onghly  washed.     For  all  ordinary  washings,  about  one-fifth 

n  pint  sufficed.       Pocock,    Leigh,   Buxtorff',    Lightfoot, 
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and  Castell,  all  prove  this  from  the  Rabbins.  Pocock  took 
more  pains  on  that  point,  among  the  ancient  Jewd,  examining 
Maimonides'  collections  beyond  all  other  scholars.  Thus 
melts  away  all  the  positions  of  Dr.  Graves.  Try  your  hand 
again,  Doctor,  and  don't  fret  so  much. 

Dr.  Graves  now  quotes  Mark  i.  9,  eis  ton  Jordanen.  Does 
he  not  know  it  is  not  eis  there  ?  Eis  occurs  in  Mark  i,  5,  with 
reference  to  Christ,  but  not  in  i,  9. 

The  Doctor  says  "  there  were  two  other  versions  made 
between  the  latter  half  of  the  first  and  the  middle  of  the 
second  century."  What  means  this?  No  critic  we  ever 
heard  of  dates  them  earlier  than  the  last  half  of  the  second 
century.  But  that  is  early  enough  for  a  fine  version.  He 
savs  of  these  Greek  Versions — ^^  both  of  these  translate  tavcU 
invariably  by  bapto  and  haptidzo.^^  They  do  no  such  thing. 
Dr.  Graves  flouts  out  much  about  scholars,  controversialists, 
etc.  Why  does  he  blunder  so?  Neither  of  these  versions 
translates  tahhal  by  baptidzo.  So  many  blunders  in  one  assum- 
ing so  much  is  inexcusable.  1 

At  last  he  ventures,  after  long  waiting,  corresponding,  and 
imploring,  calls  for  help  from  Dr.  Varden,  Prof.  Toy,  etc. 
Well,  he  is  backed  by  the  Baptist  learning  of  America,  then, 
as  I  understand  him  to  assume  here.  Very  well,  I'll  c&ll 
Prof.  Austin,  Bishop  Tarwater,  Dr.  Dockery,  and  others  into 
our  counsel  to-night,  and  wo  to  Dr.  Graves  then  !  Meantime 
I  will  pursue  my  argument. 

We  feel  sorry  Dr.  Graves  is  so  peevish.  He  says  all  our  ado 
over  versions  is  to  show  the  extent  of  our  familiarity  with  the 
language.  We  presu  me  the  Doctor  is  joking,  however.  Any- 
way, he  will  get  over  his  wrath  ere  long,  we  hope.  We 
know  Jordan  is  deep  water  for  him  now,  if  he  did  quite  dry 
it  up  in  his  first  speech. 

His  first  dash  at  Syriac  is  a  repulse.  He  says  ^*  it  has  been 
held  by  a  few,  until  recently,  that  Christ  spoke  Syriac,  but  the 
most  prominent  of  the  class.  Dean  Alford,  frankly  gives  it  up 
a&  untenable."  Now,  what  will  you  think  when  we  tell  you 
this  is  an  outrage  on  every  principle  of  fact.    Alford  says  not 
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Sjriac.  But  in  tbe  mean  time,  what  does  be  do  with  all  the 
other  versions  ?  He  is  so  excited,  he  can  see  nothing  now 
but  the  Syriac.  We  will  expose  his  perversions  of  it  speedilv. 
But  how  docs  he  dispose  of  our  facts  on  all  these  points?  He 
simply  omits  them  as  he  did  the  laver  and  most  of  our  facts. 

When  he  says  tzeva  is  never  used  to  translate  baptidzo  in  the 
Syriac,  we  presume  he  means — in  the  Peshito;  for  it  often 
translates  baptidzo  in  Syriac.  He  comes  to  the  lexicons.  Now 
does  not  Dr.  Graves  hold  that  the  first  meaning  is  the  primary 
ovet  Has  he  not  fought  on  that  line  all  the  way  through? 
Tben  look  at  the  facts.  From  his  own  list  not  a  lexicon  gives 
dip  or  immerse  first.  Bernstein  is  only  a  glossary.  The 
great  Castell  gives  "  amad^  primarily,  to  wash,  to  baptize. 
Derivatively  (Apliel)  to  immerse,"  and  in  no  placein  the  New 
Testament  does  it  thus  occur.  Yet  Dr.  Graves,  thongh  I 
loaned  him  my  Castell  for  some  twenty-four  hours,  leave  out 
the  word  ''primarily,"  and ''derivatively"  as  Aphel  is  a  derived 
meaning  and  a  derived  form.  Oberleitner  puts  it  the  same 
way — "derivative^,  to  immei'se."  [See  speech  seventh.]  Dr. 
Graves  makes  Michffilis  say,  flmrtrf  comes  from  *'^ArtiMfi^  to  im- 
merse." I  have  Michaelis*,  where  that  note  occurs,  and  he 
tioes  not  say  so.  He  suggests  its  possibility.  He  defines  it 
exactly  as  Castell,  not  using  "primarily,"  but  "to  wash,  baptize, 
(Urirnt!veb/y  immei*se."  That  it  is  the  same,  even  Dr.  Graves 
puts  Gutbier  as  sny\ng  immerse  !  !  Not  a  word  of  it.  It  is  sim- 
ply ba[»tize.  Had  he  meant  "immerse,"  would  he  not  have  said 
"immersit,"  instead  of  "baptizavit  ?"  Now  see  from  this  how 
the  Doctor  forces  matters  agai/ist  all  the  facts. 

Dr.  Graves  is  equally  unfortunate  in  citations.  He  cites  the 
places  where  the  noun  is  applied  to  Siloam  where  people 
washed.  Did  people  use  Siloam  as  "a  mcimming-pool  V^  After 
the  crushing  and  unanswered  facts  of  my  fifth  speech  on  the 
laver,  the  Doctor  means  it  as  a  joke  when  he  cites  Mark  tH. 
4  as  immersion.  He  will  indulge  in  jokes  often.  Well,  it  eu- 
livens  debate.  In  this  however,  he  cites  Num.  zxxi,  28, 
rinse,  wash  it  with  water — literally  "ye  shall  bring  it  to  the 
water,"  1.  e  to  be  washed,  and  he  renders  this  plunge!  When 
did  the   Hebrew  "go  bring,"  mean  "immerse,"  "plange?" 
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And  he  cites  Bar — ^Hebrseus,  a  writer  of  the  thirteenth  century, 
as  the  language  was  expiring,  as  quoting  Job  xli.  1,  where  the 
Li^viathan  plunges  in  the  depth  of  the  sea.  L  That  is  not  dip- 
ping.  The  Leviathan  is  already  in  the  depths  of  the  sea.  He  is 
not  dipped.  He  is  already  immersed.  So  amad  only  washes 
him.  Dr.  Graves  equally  misstates  Bar  Ali  and  the  rest. 
I>ern3tein's  Glossary  is  written  only  on  one  Syriac  writer — 
Bar-Hebrieus  of  the  thirteenth  century.  It  is  quoted  from  a 
second-hand  authority  who  garbles  and  misquotes  all  who  dif- 
fer from  him. 

It  has  been  claimed  that  one  place  is  found  where  amad  the 
Syriac  word  in  the  New  Testament  for  baptize  means  to  im- 
merse, or  necessarily  implies  it.  Gotch  quotes  it  to  that  pur- 
pose, and  Wilkes.  *  "And  that  yet,  at  a  small  river,  that  same 
head  ot  them  should  be  subject  to  be  bowed  down  and  bap- 
tized in  it."  The  Syriac  is  ^^with  W  i.  e.  its  waters.  I  give 
Gotch's  own  rendering.  As  this  is  admitted  to  be  the  strong- 
est text  that  Gotch,  Wilkes  or  Graves  could  adduce  for  im- 
mersions in  Syriac,  let  us  analyze  it. 

1.  He  was  baptized  not  in  but  "  ai  the  river."  f  Hence  it 
was  not  immersion. 

2.  If  his  body  was  immersed^  why  only  speak  of  his  head  as 
baptized,  or  receiving  its  waters? 

3.  No  one  bows  his  head  simply  to  be  immersed — the  body 
is  placed  under  the  element. 

4-  The  figure  of  Ephraim  Cyrus  is,  that  as  the  waters  of  the 
sea  when  in  billows,  calmed  down  under  the  Savior's  feet,  so 
now,  fas  head  bows  for  the  water  of  an  "  insignificant  stream," 
to  be  poured  upon  it. 

5.  All  ancient  records,  pictures,  and  the  few  Syriac  lexicons 
that  thought  amad  meant  to  standi  represent  that  Christ  stood 
while  being  baptized,  the  water  being  in  those  pictures  repre- 
sented as  poured  upon  him. 

In  an  ancient  council  of  the  Syrian  church,  we  read  that  the 
question  of  the  gender  of  the  verb  and  the  consequent  form 

*  Bible  Question,  130 ;  Lou.  Debate,  577. 
t    Lenahro. 

29 
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to  be  used,  was  discussed,  verbs  have  gender  iu  Semitic  lan- 
guages— when  they  say :  "when  he  baptizes,  even  with  the  in- 
vocation of  the  holy  Trinity,  and  with  an  ablntion  of  natanil 
water,  immersion,  or  aprinkUngy  it  is  not  true  baptism  ^^Qnless 
the  proper  word  is  used  also."* 

''If,  when  he  baptizes,  he  uses  that  [form  of  amadj  for  the 
present  imperative  .  .  .  immersion  in  natural  water,  wishing 
or  sprinkling^  with  the  invocation  of  the  holy  Trinity  "X 

This  is  the  Latin  rendering  of  the  Assemani. 

Thus  we  see  that  the  strongest  texts  they  can  select  fidl  to 
support  them,  but  do  support  us. 

And  now  what  can  Dr.  Graves  answer  to  these  suppressions 
in  his  quotations?  Has  he  any  respect  for  his  own  rules? 
None  whatever.  He  tells  us  the  first  definition  of  an  author  i» 
the  primary  meaning  and  the  only  literal,  proper  one.  Yet  he 
finds  no  lexicon  on  earth  that  gives  dip  or  immerse  as  a  first, 
second,  or  third  meaning  of  tingo,  yet  he  alxoays  renders  it  dip 
or  immerse.  He  never  saw  a  lexicon  that  gives  dip,  or  im- 
merse as  the  first  meaning  of  amady  yet  he  puts  it  always  Xo 
immerse. 

He  tells  us  Gotch  is  an  Episcopalian  !  Does  he  not  know 
that  he  is  the  President  of  their  Baptist  College  at  Bristol  r 
If  not,  let  him  look  at  Cramp's  Baptist  History,  p.  581.  Cail 
this  Baptist  an  Episcopalian ! 

But  Dr.  Graves  seeks  to  impress  the  people  with  the  idi  .i 
that  I  hold  that  amad  means  "  to  standJ^  Dr.  Graves,  it  is  b;;.l 
to  suppress  the  word  "  primarily  "  in  Castell,  and  "derivativ 
forms.  It  is  bad  enough  to  so  quote  as  to  leave  all  you  quote 
in  the  extreniest  doubt,  but  this  is  too  little.  Do  cheer  up.  In  i  I 
up  your  head,  and  do  better.  As  to  Home's  views,  they  ai  • 
nothing  as  compared  with  any  one  we  quoted,  as  he  is  u  nu-  .• 
servile  compiler,  of  great  value,  I  admit,  but  not  an  indept..- 
dent  critic  of  equal  merit  with  any  of  them. 

As  to  Dr.  Graves'    quotation  of  Bar  Ali,  we  call  for  t    • 

*    Bibliotheca  Orientalis,  Romse,  1719  tom.  iv.  250,  'Ablution  immtfr- 
done,  vel  aspersioncj  etc.'' 

X  Ibid,  in  aquam  naturalem  immersio  abluHo  cupenia. 
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original.  After  suppressing  so  much  from  Castell,  who  is  in 
my  hand;  translating  Gutbier  whom  I  have,  as  he  does,  and  as 
no  immersionist  ever  dared  do  before,  dodging  Michselis  and 
misstating  him  as  he  does,  we  call  for  the  papers  in  this  case, 
and  for  the  original  Glossary  of  Bernstein,  though  of  almost  no 
importance,  since  twelve  hundred  years  after  the  Apostles,  is  a 
little  late.  We  call  also,  for  the  original  on  Hebrews  vi.,  2. 
We  deny  that  the  Syriac  reads  that  way,  Now  let  him  give 
us  the  Syriac,  then  we  will  test  it 

He  quotes  Bernstein's  little  Glossary  as  giving  "  dipped  " 
three  times.  There  is  no  dip  in  Bernstein.  He  does  not  give  dip 
a  single  time.  The  meanings  he  gives  are  "  sink,  be  sunk," 
applying  it  to  cases  of  sinking  in  the  sea,  an  arrow  penetrat- 
ing the  head,  &c.,  and  the  day  sinking,  going  down.  Where 
is  the  day  ?  Who  says  the  day  dips  ?  What  jargon  !  But  all 
this  is  in  an  inferior  author,  defining  the  word  as  it  was  used 
in  one  writer  the  last  representative  of  Syriac  as  it  died,  twelve 
hundred  years  after  its  vigor  had  passed  away.  And  this  is  all 
he  can  do  for  Syriac! !  But  we  have  more  to  say  on  this  Glos- 
sary of  the  dark  ages.  It  was  when  the  Syrians  and  Arabs 
were  so  mixed,  that  Bar-Hebreeus  and  Bernstein.here  confound 
the  Arabic  ghamat  immerse,  plunge  in  a  sword,  arrow,  etc,, 
with  amadj  wash.  Now  against  all  this  we  showed  the  fol- 
lowing: 

1.  Amad.  Castell,  equivalent  to  twenty-one  Lexicons  on 
Syriac,  gives — ^^Primarily^  to  wash,  baptize.  Derivatively,  im- 
merse." This  is  no  Bible  Syriac.  It  is  supported  by  the  ear- 
liesty  golden  age  of  the  language.  Graves  is  twelve  hundred 
years  too  late. 

Arabic,  same  word  used  for  baptize — ^^  To  be  wet  with  rain. 
To  sprinkle,  be  sprinkled,  bedew,  sprinkle  with  water,  (rain, 
dew.")  This  is  supported  by  citations  supporting  it.  Native 
Arabs  of  greatest  culture  assisted  in  making  it. 

2.  Catapago,  a  great  scholar  in  Arabic — lived  in  Arabia 
and  Syria  sixteen  to  eighteen  years,  in  his  Lexicon  defined 
by  him  in  English — ^'Ho  be  wet  with  rain."  That  is  his  ichole 
definition  of  "  amad,''  He  talked  and  read  Arabic  as  we  do 
English. 
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3.  ScHAAF  gives  ^^wash  "  as  the  first  meaning.  Its  noun,  lie, 
Castell,  and  Oberleitner  give  no  dip  or  immerse  as  a  meaning 
of  baptism. 

4.  GuTBiEK  does  not  give  dip,  immerse,  or  plunge  foramocL 

5.  GESBNiusdoes  not  give  dip  or  immerse,  Ac. 

6.  MiCHJBLis — amady  to  wash,  baptize.  Derivativdi/y  (Aphel) 
to  immerse.  Schaaf  could  find  no  place  where  it  meant  im- 
merse, save  Num.  xxxi,  24,  so  of  Castell.  This  is  equivalent 
to  twenty-six  Syriac  lexicons  all  against  \'0U. 

As  Dr.  Graves  seeks  to  conceal  the  facts  under  ^^  bathe" 
where  wash  occurs,  we  will  show  the  deception  here  also. 
Even  in  the  case  of  Susanna  i,  15,  17,  he  says  it  was  ^^  bathe  or 
immerse  one's  self."  Now,  she  called  for  balls  of  map  that  she 
might  "  wash  herself."  Do  we  use  soap  in  mere  bathing  or 
for  tcaBhingf 

Again,  wherever  the  Spiritual  washing  is  referred  to— «ame 
word  being  used — how  will  it  read  to  say.  Is.  i,  16,  "  bathe 
you?"  Ps.  li,  "Bathe  me  thoroughly  from  mine  iniquities, 
V»athe  me  and  I  shall  be  clean  ?"  But  you  can  see  what  his 
**  bathe  "is. 

He  renders  hugrainOy  sprinke  with  water y  by  "bathe."  Lid- 
dell  &  Scott  under  chuttay  f^-om  cheo  pour,  by  "water  for  wash- 
ing or  bathing." 

It  was  because  it  was  poured  on.  The  noun  form  of  louo 
wash,  which  Dr.  Graves  renders  bathey  is  compounded  with  the 
noun  of  cheOy  to  pour,  "a  water-pourcr,"  for  the  servant  who 
jioured  water  on  those  who  "bathed."  Also,  he  is  called 
'•  water-sprinkler,"  in  Greek.  Yet  Dr.  Graves  tells  yon  a// 
these  "  ARE  IMMERSIONS ! ! !  Liddell  &  Scott  also  render  chuthoo, 
a  verb  whose  stem  or  root  is  cheOy  by  '•  to  wash,  bathe  anoint;" 
anoint,  because  the  oil  was  poured  and  the  water  was  poured. 

In  ALL  cases  where  lavOy  louOyniptOy  plunOy  rachatSy  etc.,  are  modal^ 
it  is  either  sprinkle  or  pour.  Yet  he  tells  you  it  is  "bathe 
or  immerse ! ! ! "  Bathed  in  tears  is  "  immerse,  by  metaphor," 
so  all  is  "  immerse  "  with  him. 

Now  what  has  he  done?    We  both  appeal  to  lexicons  here 
I  ^ley  crush  his  position.     Castell  and  Catafago  both  aop- 
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port  sprinkling  downright — "  wet  with  rain,"  they  both  give, 
"sprinkle,  bedew,"  etc.,  etc.,  repeated  over  and  again. 

We  appeal  to  texts  and  authorities.  Dr.  Graves  finds  not 
one  that  uses  amad  for  immerse,  though  he  even  brought  up 
Leviathan  from  the  deep.  We  saw  where  baptidso^  Judith 
xii,  7,  baptized  epi  toes  pagaes — at  Jhe  fountain  of  water. 
Guards  of  soldiers  were  set  over  these  fountains,  ch.  vii,  7, 
etc.  The  Syriac  reads,  "  wro^A^rf  herself  at  the  fountain,'' 
Conant  dishonestly  rendering  it  immersed.  Susanna  washed. 
The  Greek  is  louoy  wash.  One  Syriac  reads  secho^  wash.  An- 
other reads,  amady  wash.  We  gave  thefti,  speech  7th.  'We 
quoted  the  ancient  councils  using  sprinkle  under  amad.  We 
cited  ancient  Syrian  traditions  about  using  water  caught  in 
small  vessels,  divided  out  as  an  element  with  which  to  baptize. 
All  these  facts  stand  against  the  vain  efforts  of  our  opponent 
On  tzeva  and  Tzabeansj  the  Doctor  is  so  lame  and  feeble,  we 
take  pity  on  him,  and  simply  refer  the  lover  of  truth  to  our 
facts,  speech  7th,  As  to  Dr.  Varden's  big  pool  "  in  the  third 
century,"  no  such  pool  then  existed.  No  Baptisteries  existed 
till  in  the  fourth  century  in  connection  with  any  church.  That 
is  a  well  established  fact.     So  that  falls  to  the  ground. 

As  to  the  present  time,  and  for  several  centuries,  all  three 
modes  have  been  and  are  practiced.  The  testimonies  of  this 
are  too  patent  to  need  citation.  The  very  fact  that  councils 
should  say  "whether  by  ablution,  [t.  6.,  pouring],  immersion 
or  sprinkling,"  is  sufficient  there.  Chapin,  Dale,  Chapman, 
Thompson,  a  Presbyterian  tourist  in  the  East,  all  give  so 
many  proofs  of  affusion  among  the  Greek  and  Syrian  churches, 
that  quotations  are  useless.  Our  facts  are  of  the  earlier  days, 
from  the  Apostles  on.  We  care  little  for  what  mere  barbarians, 
besotted  with  superstition  and  ignorance  as  the  present  Syrians 
are,  as  well  as  Greeks,  say,  though  they  practice  all  three 
modes.  Apostolic  practice  is  what  we  want  The  whole 
body  of  early  Syriac  shows  it  was  by  affusion.  The  fact  that 
Dr.  Graves  fights  against  the  early  date  of  the  Syriac  so  hard, 
shows  he  knows  it  to  be  against  him. 

He  says  the  Syrac  of  Rom.  vi,  4,  supports  his  position. 
N'ot  a  word  of  it     The  Syriac  tense  there,  is  both  present^  and 
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preterite  as  the  sense  may  determine,  and  has  not  the  Syriac 
sign  for  preterite  that  is  used  when  it  wishes  to  express  the 
real  past  tense.  It  is  rendered  were  by  Murdock  who  only  had 
begun  to  study  Syriac  six  months,  he  tells  us,  when  he  made 
that  trar^lation.  Poor  preparation  was  that.  Better  get 
back  and  render  sprinkle,  pour,  water — sprinkle,  by  bathe 
again.  Doctor. 

Now  with  regard  to  the  excellency  and  antiquity  of  the 
Peshito — 

I  will  quote  Dr.  Graves  sober,  against  Dr.  Graves  after  rub- 
bing up  against  poor  Ewing  so  much.  Dr.  Graves  said  [Ap- 
pendix to  M.  Stuart  on  Baptism,  p.  245],  "it  was  made  in  the 
very  country  where  the  apostles  lived  and  wrotey  and  wuere  BOTH 
THE  SYRIAC  AND  GREEK  WERE  CONSTANTLY 
USED  AND  PERFECTLY  UNDERSTOOD."  He  adds— 
quoting  it  from  Judd,  the  great  Baptist — ^"  it  was  executed  by 
those  who  understood  and  spoke  both  languages  precisely  as 
the  sacred  writers  themselves  understood  and  spoke  them." 
Thus  wrote  Dr.  Graves,  a  few  years  ago,  copying  Dr.  Judd 
*'  by  permission."  Dr.  Graves,  were  you  writing  as  a  "  con- 
troversialist" then  or  nowf  When  were  you  aiming  at  the  right 
of  the  matter?  It  was  made  in  the  centre  of  Syriac  learning, 
as  all  scholars  hold,  and  wliere  the  Syriac  was  j»ure,  unmixed. 
Henct',  being  made  there  by  the  most  accomplished  scholars 
of  the  church,  it  was  universally  adopted — used  by  all  Syrians. 
Paul  and  Thaddeus  spent  much  of  their  time  in  the  very  region 
where  it  was  made.  Had  it  been  made  at  any  date. later  than 
the  apostolic  age,  it  would  not  have  been  at  once  wianimously 
accepted  by  all  the  opposing  sects  of  the  Syrian  church  that  ap- 
pear in  ages  inj mediately  after  the  apostles.  All  Syria  held  it 
to  be  of  apostolic  date. 

And  now  what  is  the  result?  Our  opponent  is  &llen,  crashed. 
All  his  dodges  and  charges  fail.  He  has  spent  nearly  a  day 
fighting  over  two  Hebrew  words  that  I,  in  common  with  him 
and  all  writers,  omitted,  as  we  all  always  have  done,  till  I  led 
the  way  in  giving  texts.  He  has  done  this  too  in  mere  wrath 
because  I  exposed  his  suppressions  and  those  of  their  church, 
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where  the  issue  was— did  lexicons  give  sprinkle,  or  pour? — 
not  a  question  of  opinion,  but  of  fact 

Notice  now — 

1.  All  philology  is  with  me.  He  never  has  even  attempted 
a  reply  here. 

2.  For  hundreds  of  years  bapto  the  primary  word  whence 
baptUlzo  got  its  meaning,  was  to  sprinkle,  moisten,  never  dip 
iovfive  hundred  years. 

3.  It  St  11  meant  sprinkle  as  well  as  stain,  color,  dye,  dip  in 
later  Greek,  and  the  world  of  ablest  scholars — Origen,  Ireu- 
aeus,  Hippolytus,  the  Syriac,  Itala,  Jerome,  Sahidic,  -^thiopic 
all  translate  it  sprinkle.  Not  a  word  has  he  to  say  in 
reply,  while  he  and  all  immersionists  are  committed  to  the 
position  that  it  has  the  same  meaning,  though  different  use,  as 
bapUdzo. 

3.  Our  facts  showed  that  the  primary  meaning  of  baptidzo  was 
sprinkle.  For  centuries  it  meant  sprinkle,  and  never  immerse 
till  Gfreek  underwent  a  tremendous "  change"  as  his  beloved  Lid- 
dell  and  Scott's  lexicon  tells  us;  ^Aen,in  its  com^p^  age,  it  came 
at  times  to  mean  immerse. 

4.  We  showed  that  no  lexicon  on  earth  gives  any  author  as 
using  it  in  this  sense  till  Polybius,  Plutarch,  etc.  The  critics, 
as  well  as  all  sense^  agree  that,  by  primary  meaning  is  meant, 
the  meaning  ^^  the  inventors  of  tlie  language  a&xed  to  the  word." 

5.  We  demonstrated  that  it  never  means  e2ep,  mainly  proving 
it  by  the  greatest  immersion  authors. 

6.  We  demonstrated  that  it  was  the  law  of  language  to 
descend  from  sprinkle  through  all  the  meanings  bapto  and 
baptidzo  have,  but  nbvbr  to  reverse  this  course.  This  one  sin- 
gle argument  forever  crushes  out  the  whole  immersion  theory. 

7.  We  demonstrated  affusion  from  the  Lavar  argument. 

8.  All  versions  of  antiquity  till  the  sixteenth  century,  made 
from  the  original,  completely  crush  our  opponent  with  remorse- 
less force,  and  sustain  us.  No  wonder  Dr.  Graves  writhes.  It 
places  a  Caucassas  on  the  heart  uf  the  immersion  god,  whose 
insolence  has  known  no  bounds. 


4J2  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

We  wonder  not  that  they  writhe.  But  the  truth  shall  come. 
You  have  assailed  our  people  for  years.  Know  then,  that  the 
days  of  Pompey  are  ended.  We  will  conquer  a  peace.  We 
have  all  the  facts,  all  the  means  to  crush  out  this  haughty  and  ar- 
rogant assailant,  Immersion,  and  we  will  do  it. 

Once  more,  to  show  you  the  reliability  of  Qotch,  whom  Dr. 
Qravesalmost  exclusivelyreliesoninSyriac,  I  quote  his  words. 
— ''Of  native  words  employed,  the  Syriac,  Arabic,  ^thiopic, 
etc.,  all  signify  to  immerse"  Let  the  student  of  truth  turn  to 
my  seventh  speech,  p  147-150,  and  twelfth,  p  275-279.  We 
seclect  just  one  word  now  that  in  the  Arabic  translates  6a/>^ui!2o, 
baptisma,  and  baptiamoSy  all  in  the  New  Testament  It  is 
gdsala,  [see  p  150]. 

1.  No  Arabic  lexicon  in  the  world  renders  it  dip,  plunge  or 
immerse. 

2.  All  render  it  wash — lavo.  Oastetl  gives  it,**To  wash,  to 
cleanse,  etc.  To  be  sprinkled  with  water,  to  wash  diligently, 
wash  off  the  limbs,  be  sprinkled,  to  sprinkle !  [See  his  Latin, 
p  150.]  Now,  what  need  we  say  more  on  these  points  ?  We 
submit  the  facts  to  a  candid  world  with  perfect  confidence. — 
IT^me  oiiL] 
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DR.  GRAVES'  EIGHTEENTH  SPEECH. 

Replioation. 

Mr.  President: — Since  my  next  speech  is  to  be  my  last, 
and  in  that  I  must  press  all  the  proof  that  I  am  permitted  to 
get  before  the  people  in  support  o'' this  proposition,  and  as  it 
is  customary  to  give  a  summary  of  the  argument,  I  shall  now 
reply  to  my  opponent  for  the  last  time  on  this  question,  and 
will  observe  as  much  order  as  it  is  possible  in  noticing  a  speech 
that  is  order-confounded.  I  have  read  several  first-class  dis- 
cussions, but  never  have  I  seen  a  disputant  so  chop  up  his 
speeches,  so  continually  repeat  himself,  discuss  what  has  been 
said  to-day  awhile,  and  then  go  back  to  re-open  issues  we  dis- 
cussed the  first  day  of  the  debate — then  others,  the  second  and 
third.  He  seems  to  have  become  dissatisfied  with  everything 
he  has  attempted  to  do,  and  I  am  not  at  all  surprised,  but  only 
so  that  he  should  imagine  that  he  could  retrieve  his  "lost 
cause  "  at  this  late  hour,  and  in  the  wav  he  has  chosen  to  do 
it,  by  sound  and  fury,  by  laying  aside  all  the  measures  of 
calmness  and  dignity  that  he  has  heretofore  observed,  and 
descending  to  language  and  manner  that  would  disgrace  a 
third-rate  pettifogger  in  a  magistrate's  court. 

He  has  dignified  much  of  his  three  last  speeches  as  "  doses !" 
Well  he  knows  better  than  any  one  the  stomach  of  his 
people,  for  nobody  else  swallowed  them.  This  audience  came 
here  to  listen  to  a  dignified  discussion,   and  not  to  buffoonery. 

1.  You  have  heard  his  reply  to  what  I  advanced  upon  the  true 
definition  of  tingOy  when  used  by  the  Latin  Fathers  and  with 
reference  to  baptism,  and  by  the  lexicographers  when  defining 
taval,  hapiOy  baptidzoy  and  you  heard  the  testimony  of  the  ripest 
scholars  of  this  age,  that  it  means  to  dip,  the  act  of  the  dyer 
when  he  dips  to  dye  or  color  anything,  and  from  this  fact  it 
came  finally  to  mean  to  dye,  to  color,  then  to  stain,  moisten. 
All  scholars  know  and  admit  this,  and  as  Dr.  Beechersays  "No 
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man  can  [in  truth]  deny  it."  Whenever  Eld.  Ditzler  therefore 
translates  it  by  "  to  sprinkle,"  when  lexicographers  give  tingo^ 
intingo^  mersOy  immergOy  as  the  primary  definition  of  the  Hebrew 
verb  tavaly  or  the  Greek  verbs  bapto^  bapiidzo^  or  the  Syriac  amadj 
he  rao3t  grossly  perverts  these  authors^  and  he  does  it  ignorantly 
or  intentionally,  nor  can  he  escape  the  alternative. 

With  the  figurative  uses  of  tingOy  I  have  nothing  to  do. 
They  belong  not  to  this  discussion.  His  "Fort  Tingo"  yields 
to  the  first  shot,  and  all  his  whole  argument  on  versions  fdls 
with  it.  He  can  get  no  sprinkle  out  of  any  of  them  without 
the  help  of  tingo  perverted  to  mean  to  sprinkle. 

2.  With  respect  to  Oriental  versions,  besides  the  Syriac 
which  I  have  noticed,  i.  e,  theEthiopic  or  Abyssinian,  Amharic, 
Armenian  Ancient  and  modern,  Georgian,  Coptic,  Sahidic, 
Arabic,  Persian,  I  will  read  from  the  Appendix  to  my  edition 
of  "  Stuart,  on  Baptism,"  and  for  which  I  have  condensedx 
Mr.  Judd's  able  article  on  versions  : 

Ethiopic  ok  Abyssinian. — It  i^  generally  agreed  that  the  ancient 
Abyssinian  version  in  the  Ghecz,  or  dialect,  appropriated  to  religkm, 
nliould  Ix;  dxited  08  early  as  the  introduction  of  Christianity  into  the  em- 
pire, that  m,  rather  earlier  than  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century.  This 
version  translates  bciptidzo  by  tamak^  which  Castell  says  agrees  ( oonvenit 
cum)  in  signifieation  with  tava;  and  this  he  defines immersus,  demersus, 
xubmersus,  fixus,  inflxus  fuit;  to  immerge,  demerge^  submerge^  fx^ 
infix, 

Amharic. — ^The  version  in  the  Amharic,  or  common  dialect  of  Ethiopia 
renders  baptidzo  by  the  same  word,  tamak^  as  the  ancient  Ethiopic,  or 
Glieez.  The  Amharic  version,  published  by  the  British  and  For^gn 
Bible  Society,  in  1822,  was  made  by  Mr.  Abraham,  a  learned  Ethiopian, 
under  the  superintendence  of  M.  Asselin,  the  French  Vice  Cousiil  at 
Cairo. 

Armenian,  ancient.— The  Ancient  Armenian  version  is  unlversaUy 
ascribed  to  Miesrob,  the  inventor  of  the  Armenian  alphabet,  and  the  p*> 
triareh  Isaac,  at  the  end  of  the  fourth,  or  early  in  the  fifth  century — See 
Homers  Introduction,  vol.  11.  p.  208.  This  version  translates  ftap^icbo  uni- 
formly by  mugurdely  which  is  also  employed  in  2  Elings  v.  14,  where 
Naaman  is  said  to  have  dipped  himself  in  the  Jordan.  This  word,  aeooid> 
inp  to  Father  Pascal  Aucher,  signifies  '*  to  baptize ;  to  wash  by  plunging 
into  water  ;*'  and  it  is  applied  to  lx>th  persons  and  things — See  Dictionaiy 
of  ArnH'iiian  and  English,  by  Father  Pascal  Aucher,  D.  D.  Venice,  1825. 
Also  Dictionary  of  the  Armenian  language,  by  Metdtar  Vartebed. 
Venice,  1749. 
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ArmeniaNi  modern. — ^The  niDdem  Armenian  version  employs  the 
same  word  as  the  ancient  Armenian  in  translating  *'  baptidzo^^^  and  its 
derivatives.  The  Bussian  Bible  Society,  and  the  British  and  Foreign 
Bible  Society,  have  printed  and  circulated  editions  of  both  the  ancient 
and  modem  Armenian  Scriptures. 

GEOBaiAK.— The  Georgian  version,  which,  according  to  the  tradition 
of  the  Greek  church,  was  originally  made  in  the  eighth  centuiy ,  by 
Euphemius,  the  Georgian,  and  founder  of  the  Ibirian  or  Georgian  Monas- 
tery, at  Mount  Athos,  employs  the  word,  ncUhliatemadj  as  a  translation 
of  baptidzo.  For  the  meaning  of  this  word,  I  have  no  access  to  the  appro- 
priate lexicons,  but  would  refer  the  reader  to  the  authority  of  the  learned 
Mr.  Eobert  Bobinson,  author  of  "  The  History  of  Baptism,"  who  states 
that  aU  the  ancient  eastern  versions  render  the  Greek  word  baptidzo  in 
the  sense  of  dipping.— See  Bob.  Hist  Bap.  p.  7.    London,  1790. 

Ck)pnc.— The  CJoptic  was  the  ancient  dialect  of  Lower  Egypt.  During 
the  first  ages,  the  Christian  Scriptures  were  read  by  the  churches  of 
Egypt,  in  the  original  Greek.  The  Coptic  version  has  been  supposed  by 
some  to  have  been  executed  in  the  second  century.  TMs,  however,  is  not 
certain.  The  learned  Louis  Picques  in  Le  Long,  Biblioth  Sac.  pars.  i.  p. 
287,  refers  it  to  the  fifth  century.  This  version  translates  baptidzo  by 
tomcLB,  For  the  meaning  of  this  word  the  reader  is  referred  to  the  authority 
of  Mr.  Bobinson,  as  above;  and  also  to  that  of  the  Baptist  Mission  Com- 
mittee, who  in  a  recent  official  document  addressed  to  the  Committee  of 
the  British  and  Foreign  Bible  Society,  and  relating  to  the  subject  of  trans- 
lations, expressly  mention  the  Coptic  as  rendering  baptidzo  in  the  sense  of 
immersion — See  Annual  Beport  of  the  Eng.  Bap.  Miss.  Society,  for  1844, 
p.  32. 

Sahidio.  The  Sahidic  version,  or  that  in  the  dialect  of  Upper  Egypt, 
appears,  fW>m  the  arguments  adduced  by  Dr.  Woide,  to  have  been  exe- 
cuted at  the  beginning  of  the  second  century.  It  is  unquestionably  one 
of  the  oldest  versions  in  existence ;  and  is  esteemed  of  the  utmost  import- 
ance to  the  criticism  of  the  Greek  Testament  This  version  I  have  not 
seen.  For  the  mannek*  in  which  it  renders  baptidzo,  the  reader  is  referred 
to  the  authority  of  Mr.  Bobinson,  as  above. 

Ababio. — ^There  are  several  Arabic  versions  of  the  New  Testament, 
supposed  to  have  been  principally  executed  between  the  seventh  and  elev- 
enth centuries,  after  this  language  had  supplanted  theSyriac  and  Egyptian. 
There  are  likewise  more  modem  translations  into  this  language.  The 
Arabic  versions  render  baptidzo  usually  by  amad,  tzabag,  or  gataa, 
**Amad,"  according  to  Schindler,  "signifies  the  same  in  Arabic  as  in 
8yriac,  baptizatus,  in  aquam  immersus,  tinctus,  lotus  fiiit;''  to  baptize, 
immerBe  into  water ,  dip,  bathe  ;  Castell,  "  ut  Syr.  baptizare,"  the  same 
as  the  Syriac,  to  baptize;  Schaaf,  "  tinxit  baptizavat,"  to  dip,  to  baptize, 
**  Tzabag,"  according  to  Castell,  is  "  tinxit  panem  imbuet  (Isa.lxiii:  4),  im- 
mersit  manum  in  d^uam,  baptizavit  (j^erimmersionem) ;"  to  dip,  as  bread 
in  sauce,  i » dye,  to  imnurae,  as  the  hand  into  water,  to  baptize  by  immersion. 
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'*  Gatas,"  according  to  Schindler,  is  *'  natavit,  urinavit,  menit»  sobmenit, 
immersit,  sub  aquam,  baptizavit ;"  to  awin,  to  dye,  pUmge^  tuJbmerge^  unmcrar 
into  water ^  baptize. 

If,  tliereforc,  these  lexicographers  are  to  be  trusted,  Elder 
Ditzler  is  evidently  mistaken  in  supposing  with  respect  to  the 
Syrian  amad^  that  the  signification  ^'  to  immerse,"  is  unsup- 
ported by  the  analogy  o\  kindred  languages. 

Persian. — The  Persian  translations  of  the  New  Testament  are  all  quite 
modem.  The  most  ancient  is  the  one  by  Simon  Ibu  Joseph  Al  Tabrizi, 
a  Roman  Catholic,  made  about  A.  D.  1341,  and  including  only  the  four 
Gospels. — See  Le  Long,  Biblioth.  Sacr.  Pars  i,  p.  2tJ9.  Another  vereion  of 
the  Gospeb,  by  Lieut.  Colonel  Colebrooke,  was  published  at  Calcuttii  in 
ISiM.  A  version  of  the  entire  New  Testament  in  Persian  was  completed 
in  181:2,  by  Meer  JSeyd  Ali,  under  the  superintendence  of  the  late  Rev. 
Heun*  Marty n,  which  was  subsequently  printed  at  Petersburg,  Calcutta 
and  London.  The  Persian  designates  the  onlinance  of  baptism  by  «Aa«- 
tanah^  ghusl,  and  the  derivate  of  amad.  The  two  former  express  a^uiitm; 
the  last  has  the  same  meaning  in  the  Persian  as  in  the  Arabic. 

Turkish. — A  Turkish  version  of  the  New  Testament,  1^  Dr.  Lazan's 
Seaman,  wus  published  at  Oxford  in  16G6;  and  in  the  same  year  a  trans- 
lation of  the  whole  Bible  into  the  Turkish  language  was  completed  by 
Albertus  Boboosky,  interpreter  to  the  Porte.  This  manuscript  remainetl 
at  Leydeu  unpubhsheil,  tUl  Dr.  Pinkerton,  having  ascertained  its  valut*. 
recommentled  it  to  the  British  and  Foreign  Bible  Society,  at  whosw  ex- 
pense the  New  Testament  was  published  in  1819.  This  vension  desiguatt^ 
the  act  of  Ixiptism  by  the  derivate  of  ama^,  the  same  word  that  Is  used  hi 
the  Arabic  and  Persian,  and  expressing  the  same  sense. 

T.uiTAK. — The  Orenberg  Tartar,  published  a  few  yean  since  by  the 
Russian  Bible  Society,  and  which  is  the  only  Tartar  version  I  have  seen, 
translates  the  word  in  question  by  amad^  foUowing  the  Turkish  and  tlie 
Arabic. 

Hebrew. — The  flret  Hebrew  vcRjion  of  the  New  Testament  was  mn*'hc 
by  Elias  Hutter,  and  published  in  his  Polyglot  New  Testament  in  lo^*. 
SevenU  versions  have  since  api^eared.  Hutter*s  version,  as  weU  as  tlK' 
one  by  the  learned  Mr.  Greenfield,  accompanying  Bagster's  Polyglot, 
renders  baptuiio  invariably  by  fara/,  to  immeru.  The  version  executed  for 
the  London  Society  for  meliorating  the  condition  of  the  Jews^  transfers 
the  Greek  wonL 

AnolMit  and  Modem  Wetter*  Vertioiit. 

liAXlM.— Nimierous  translations  of  the  Scriptures  were  made  into  the 

B  language,  at  the  first  introduction  of  Christianity,  while  the  Greek 

it  peifBCtly  understood,  although  it  was  being  gradually'  supplanted 

nval  language.    The  most  important  of  these,  and  the  one  which 

have  acquired  a  more  extensive  circulation  than  the  rest. 
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usually  known  by  the  name  of  the  Italaf  or  old  Italic,  and  was  unques- 
tionably executed  in  the  early  part  of*  the  second  century.  This  version 
adopts  the  Greek  word  baptidzo.  Let  it  be  remarked,  however,  that  the 
Greek,  although  the  Latin  was  gradually  supplanting  it,  was  at  this  time 
understood  and  used  as  a  general  language  over  Italy,  Persia,  Syria,  and 
£gypt,  and  indeed  throughout  almost  the  whole  world.*  Add  to  this, 
that  the  earliest  eodedastical  writers,  and  perhaps  the  very  authors  of 
this  version,  were  of  Greek  origin,  tinder  these  circumstances,  it  cannot 
(rethought  surprising  that  this  word  should  have  passed  fW>m  one  lan- 
guage into  the  other.  Its  meaning,  however,  was  as  definitely  settled  and 
as  well  understood  in  Latin,  as  in  Greek  usage ;  and  the  construction  that 
they  employed  shows  most  conclusively  that  it  was  accented  in  the  sense 
of  immersion;  for  in  some  of  the  most  important  MSSTthat  remain  of 
the  Italic  version,  as  the  Codex  Vercellensis,  and  Codex  Veronensis,  the 
verb  in  question  is  often,  and  in  the  last-named  Codex  almost  invariably, 
construed  with  the  accusative  case.  E.  g.  Matt.  3:  6,  cod.  Vereel.  *'et 
baptizabantur  *  *  abillo  in  Jordanen;''  cod.  Veron.  **  et  baptlzaban- 
tur  *  ♦  *  •  *  danen  ;"  and  were  baptized  by  him  into  the  Jordan  ;  v.  11, 
cod.  Veron.  "  baptizo  vos  in  aquam ;"  /  baptize  you  into  water :  v.  13,  cod. 

*  ''L^  usage  de  la  langue  Grecque,  qui  etoit  repandue  chez  toutes  les  na- 
tions, les  rendit  d'abord  moins  necessaires.  On  lisoit  le  originaux  du 
Nouveau  Testament  presque  dans  tons  les  lieux  du  monde.  Les  Eveques 
de  Bome  etoient  souvent  Grecs  d'origine,  comme  on*le  connoit  aisement 
par  leurs  noms,  et  leur  langue  etoit  devenue  fort  commune  en  Italic.  Les 
Perses,  les  Syriens,  les  Egyptiens,  entendoient  cette  langue,  depuis  que 
les  Captaines  d' Alexandrle,  le  Grand  Pavoient  repandue.  Origine,  Clem- 
ent d'Alexandrie,  Deuys,  Theophile  Cyrille,  Eveques  de  la  ville  d* Alex- 
andrie,  en  un  mot,  les  grands  hommes  que  TEgypte  produse  dans  les 
premiers  siedes,  ecrivoient  tons  en  Grec.  Cjette  langue  avoit  passse 
jusques  chez  les  G^tes  et  les  Sarmates,  quo!  qu'on  Vy  prononcat  tres  duro- 
ment:  c'est  Ovidequi  nous  en  assure. '^ — Basnage,  Hist.  deFEglise,  1,  9,  3. 

"The  common  use  of  the  Greek  language  which  had  been  so  generally 
diffused  among  all  nations,  made  it  a  matter  of  little  importance  whether 
[in  tran^ating  the  Scriptures  into  the  vernacular,  particular  words  were 
transferred  or  translated].  For  in  almost  every  country  throughout  the 
world,  the  people  were  aUe  to  read  the  New  Testament  in  its  original 
tongue.  The  Bishops  of  Bome  were  often  native-bom  Greeks,  a  &ct 
which  their  names  very  readily  attest ;  their  native  language,  moreover,  had 
very  generally  difftised  itself  throughout  Italy.  The  Persians,  the  Syrians, 
and  the  Egyptians  had  cultivated  the  Greek  tongue  fh>m  the  time  of  the 
Captains  of  Alexander  the  Great,  who  first  introduced  it.  Origen, 
Clement  of  Alexandria,  Denys,  Theophilus  and  Cyril,  Bishops  of  the  City 
of  Alexandria— in  a  word,  those  distinguished  men  that  Egypt  produced 
in  the  first  centuries— all  wrote  in  Greek.  This  language  had  reached, 
even  as  fiir  as  the  "Gates''  and  theSarmatians  who,  it  is  said,  pronounced 
it  very  harshly :  it  is  fh)m  Ovid  that  we  learn  this  fact''— Basnage,  Hist, 
of  the  Churchj  1-9-3. 
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Veson.  "  Tunc  venit  JeBos  a  Gkdilffia  ad  Johannen  at  baptixaretiir  ab  eo  in 
Jordanen  ;''  then  ea^e  Jesus  from  OaliUe  to  John,  thai  he  mu^ki  be  baptized  by 
him  into  the  Jordan,  Compare  also  John  i,  26,  and  Mark  i,  5.  See  Evan- 
geliarum  Quadruplex,  ed  J.  Blanchini,  Rome,  1749.  Nor  can  it  have  es- 
caped the  notice  of  the  intelligent  reader,  that  the  Latin  Fathers  were  ac- 
customed to  use  baptidzo  synonymously  with  mergo,  tingo,  etc  Thus 
Tertullian,  De  Bap.  c  10,  quoting  Matt.  3: 11,  represents  John  as  saying 
that  he  dipped  [tinguere]  the  people  unto  repentance,  bat  that  one  shoald 
come  after  him,  who  would  dip  [tingueret]  them  in  the  Spirit  and  fire. 
Now  Tertullian,  in  quoting  the  Evangelist's  words,  could  not  have  sub- 
stituted tingo  for  baptidzn,  unless  the  two  words  had  been  fifynonymoos. 
Indeed,  Prof.  Sti^rt,  p.  362,  acknowledges  that  the  Latin  as  well  as  the 
Greek  fathers,  plainly  construed  b^ptidzo  in  the  sense  of  immersion.  It 
i4)pears,  then,  that  Ihe  early  Latin  translators  and  ecclesiastical  writeiv 
adopted  this  word,  because  it  was  already  in  fiuniliar  use,  and  was  as  uni- 
v^i-sally  understood  to  signify  immersion  among  the  Bomans,  as  among 
the  Greeks.  The  Latin  versions,  therefore,  are  as  decisive  for  immersion, 
as  are  the  Oriental  ones.  And,  although  the  Greek  language  gradually 
fell  into  disase  among  the  Romans,  this  word  having  been  once  adopted, 
was,  as  a  natural  consequence,  perpetuated  by  the  general  use  of  the  Latin 
Scriptures,  and  their  necessary  influence  uxwn  the  choice  of  ecclesiastical 
terms,  till  at  length  it  come  to  be  used  to  the  almost  entire  exclusion  of  the 
equivalent  vernacular  expressions.  Almost  all  the  Latin  interpreters 
whether  Catholic  or  Protestant,  have  followed  the  earlier  translators  in 
the  adoption  of  the  Greek  word.  Some  of  the  most  recent  and  best,  how- 
ever, translate  baptidzo  by  an  appropriate  Latin  term.  Jaspis,  an  eminent 
German  scholar  and  critic,  in  his  version  of  the  epistles,  renders  it  either 
by  immergo,  to  xmmerM,  tingo,  to  dip,  or  some  equivalent  expre^on. 
Prof.  H.  A.  Schott,  in  his  critical  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  accom- 
panied with  a  Latin  translation,  renders  the  word  in  all  cases  1^  inmier- 
go,  whether  relating  to  the  Christian  rite  or  not. 

From  these  facta,  we  are  authorized  to  translate  baptizare^ 
whenever  it  is  used  by  a  lexicographer  as  the  signification  of 
baptidzo  or  amad^  by  to  immerse  or  to  dip. 

Gothic. — The  Gothic  version  was  made  fh>m  the  Greek,  about  the 
middle  of  the  fourth  century,  by  Ulphilas,  a  celetaited  l^shop  of  the 
MoBSogoths.  As  the  author  was  educated  among  the  Greeks,  he  was  un- 
doubtedly ftilly  competent  to  his  task.  Unfortunatdy,  however,  this  im- 
Xwrtant  version  has  not  come  down  to  us  entire.  Only  a  mutilated  copy 
of  the  four  gospels,  and  some  fragments  of  the  epistie  to  the  Romans,  re- 
main. This  version,  as  far  as  appears,  renders  bapHdso  in  all  cases  by 
daupyan,  to  dip.  Cases  not  relating  to  the  Christian  rite  exhibit  the  same 
principle.  Thus,  Mark,  vii,  4  is  rendered,  '* And  when  they  camefh>m the 
market,  ni  daupyad,  unless  they  dip,  they  eat  not ;  and  many  other  things 
thero  be,  which  they  have  received  to  hold,  as  daupetmns^  ike  d^tpim^  of 
cops,  and  pots,  and  brazen  vessels,  and  couches." 
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German.— A  German  translation  from  the  Latin  Vulgate,  by  an  author 
now  unknown,  was  first  printed  in  1466,  and  underwent  several  subse- 
quent impressions  before  the  appearance  of  Luther's  inestimable  and 
much-  admired  translation,  which  was  published  in  detached  portions  at 
various  intervals,  from  1522  to  1532.  The  Catholic  versions  by  Detem- 
berger  and  Emser  appeared  soon  after  that  of  Luther,  and  in  1630,  that  by 
Caspar  Ulenburg.  All  these  versions  translate  baptidzo  by  tlufenj  a  dialect- 
ical variation  of  the  Gothic  da'ipyoji^  and  signifyhig  to  immerse.  Luther 
says :  "  The  Germans  call  baptism,  t  tuff^  from  depth,  which  in  their  lan- 
guage they  call  tif'ff;  as  it  is  proper  that  those  who  are  baptized  be  deeply 
immcKJCd."*  The  author  of  the  "Glossarium  Universale  Hebraicum," 
referred  to  above,  represents  the  Ger.  taufen  as  corresponding  in  form  and 
signification  with  the  Sax.  dippan,  Eng.  dtp,  etc.  Gesenius,  as  already 
quoted  above,  classes  it  with  the  Goth,  doufan  [daupyau],  Ital.  tuffare^  and 
other  words  signifying  to  dip, — and  which  he  considers  as  identical  in  re- 
gard to  form  with  the  Heb.  lava,  to  dp,  to  immerse.  Dr.  Knapp,  Professor 
of  Theology  at  the  University  of  HaUe,  speaking  of  the  meaning  of  the 
word  baptism^  says:  "STo  baptisma  from  baptHzein^  which  properly  signifies 
to  immerse^  (like  the  German  taufen)  to  dip  m,  to  wash  by  immersion."  In 
another  place  he  says :  "  It  would  have  been  better  to  have  adhered  gen- 
erally to  the  ancient  practice,  as  even  Luther  and  Calvin  allowed."  See 
Knapp's  Theology,  translated  by  L.  Woods,  Jr.,  vol.  2,  pp.  510,  517. 

German-Swiss.— The  version  in  the  Grerman-Swiss,  or  Helvetic  dia- 
lect, originally  made  by  John  Piscator,  between  the  years  1602  and  1604, 
and  subsequently  revised  by  several  divinity  professors  and  pastors  of  the 
Helvetic  churches,  translates  baptidzo  by  taufen.  The  version  by  Jo. 
Henr.  Reizius,  first  published  in  1703,  uses  taufen  in  cases  relating  to  the 
Christian  rite,  explaining  it  in  the  margin  by  einiauchen,  the  common 
word  for  immersion.  In  Mark  vii,  4,  it  translates  baptidzo  by  eintauchen^ 
to  immerse,  and  the  noun  baptismos  by  eintauchung^  immersion ;  and  so  in 
Luke  xi,  38.  In  Heb.  vi,  2  and  ix,  10,  baptismos  is  translated  by  tauffe  in 
all  the  versions  I  have  seen. 

Jewish-German. — ^The  Jewish-German  translation  published  a  few 
years  ago  by  the  London  Society  for  promoting  Christianity  among  the 
Jews,  likewise  uses  stauffen  in  translating  baptidzo. 

Lower  Saxon. — ^The  Lower  Saxon  translates  the  word  in  question  by 
iaufm.  This  version  was  executed  under  the  direction  of  John  Bugenha- 
gius,  and,  according  to  Le  Long,  was  printed  in  1524-30 ;  but  according  to 

*  "  Prime,  nomen  Baptismus  Greecum  est :  Latine  potent  verti  merhio, 
cum  immergimus  aliquid  in  aquam,  ut  totum  tegatur  aqua ;  et  quamvis 
ille  mosjam  absoleveritapud  ploerosque  (neque  enim,  totos  demergunt 
IHieros,  sed  tantum,  paucula  aqua  perftmdunt)  debebant  tamen  prorsus 
immergi,  et  statim  retrahi.  Id  enim  etymologia  nominis  postulare 
videtur.  Et  Germani  quoque  baptismum,  tauf  vocant,  a  profundidate, 
quam  tiefiUl  sua  lingua  vocant,  quod  profunde  demergi  con veniat  eos  qui 
baptizuntur."    Works,  vol.  i,  p.  336.    Jena,  1556. 
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Home,  153a-4.    See  Le  Long  Biblioth.  Sac  P.  ii,  p.  247.     Home.  Lit 
vol.  ii,  p.  229. 

BEiiGiAN. — A  Belgian  or  Flemteh  translation  made  from  the  Latin 
vulgate,  was  printed  in  1475.  Another  was  executed  from  Luther's  Ger- 
man version,  for  the  use  of  the  Protestants,  in  1560.  A  new  translation 
liowever,  was  executed  from  the  original,  by  order  of  the  Synod  of  Dort, 
and  printed  in  1637.  This  translation  has  been  much  admired  for  its 
Udelity.  The  Belgian  versions  translate  baptidzo  by  doopen,  which  is  a 
dialectical  form  of  the  w^ord  taufeny  and  signifies  to  dip, 

Danish. — The  earliest  Danish  version  was  made  from  the  Latin  vul- 
gate. The  next  was  executed  from  Luther's  German  version,  by  com- 
mand of  Christian  III,  king  of  Denmark,  and  printed  in  1550.  It  was 
subeequeutly  revised  and  corrected  by  order  of  Frederic  n,  in  1589.  The 
version  in  present  use  was  made  from  the  original  Greek,  by  John  Paul 
Resenius,  and  at  the  command  of  Christian  IV.  It  was  first  published  in 
1605-7.  See  Le  Long,  Pars,  ii,  pp.  287,  288.  Home,  voL  ii,  p.  229.  The 
Danish  translates  baptidzo  by  dobe^  which  is  a  dialectical  form  of  tlie 
Groth.  daupyan  and  the  German  taufen^  and  signifies  to  dip, 

Swedish. — The  Swedish  version  was  originally  made  from  Lutlier's 
German  translation,  and  printed  at  Upsal  in  1511,  by  the  command  of  Gus- 
ta\'us  I,  king  of  Sweden.  This  was  afterwards  revised  and  conformed  to 
the  original  text  in  1703,  by  the  command  of  Charles  XU.  See  Le  Long, 
Pars,  ii,  p.  296.  Home,  vol.  ii,  p.  230.  The  Swedish  renders  baptidzo  by 
dopa^  a  dialectical  variation  of  lobe,  and  signifying  to  dip, 

Welsh. — Tlie  Welsh  translation  of  the  New  Testament  was  originally 
made  by  order  of  Parliament,  and  first  published  in  1567.     This  was  re- 
vised and  corrected  by  Wm.  Morgan,  bishop  of  LlandafT,  in  1588.    During 
the  reign  of  James  I,  the  Welsh  version  underwent  a  fluther  examina- 
tion and  correction  by  Dr.  Parry.     This  corrected  version,  which  was 
published  in  1620,  is  the  basis  of  all  subsequent  editions.    See  Home,  voL 
ii,  pp.   258,   259.    The  Welsh  translates  baptidzo  by  bedyddio^  to  tmm^rpr. 
For  the  original  derivation  and  meaning  of  this  word,  the  reAler  is  re- 
forreil  to  tlie  authority  of  Edward  Lhuyd,  A.  M.,  a  learned  Welshman, 
and  a  very  distinguished  antiquarian,  in  his  Arch»ologia  Britannica,  un- 
der the  word  Baytiytna,     The  following  is  the  substance  of  his  remarks: 
''Bedyt/dj  the  Weisli  word  for  baptism,  Ls  derived  from  mddiant^  a  Britldi 
word  which  is  well  known  to  signify  dipping,  or  Immersion;    and  the 
verb  of  which  is  soddi  or  auddo.     The  word  for  baptism  in  theComn- 
British  dialect,  is  bedzhidhian  (bedsuddian),  the  aflinity  of  which,  with  tlie 
Welsh  word  suidicuti^  must  be  obvious  to  every  one.    This  Comn-Britiflh 
wonl  bedsuddian^  points  out  the  oi*igin  of  the  Armorican  wonl  for  baptiamt 
badudhlant^   [badudiUant)^     which   is  doubtless  no  Other  than  bodrnMitaif 
whose  correspondence  or  synonymy  with  the  Welsh  word  9mddiw»t  is 
equally  dear  and  certain  with  that  of  the  aforementioned  Comn-Britiflh 
word.    By  a  comparison  of  these  Armorican  and  Comn-Britlah  vonfe, 
we  are  led  unavoidably  to  conclude  that  bmiMtMiant,  or  bndMuUimmt,  murt 
have  been  the  original  word  (or  baptism  in  the  British  language,  and  that 
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fh>m  which  tlie  present  Welsh  word  hedydd  sprung.  In  time,  this  ancient 
British  word,  lilce  many  others  in  all  languages/  underwent  some  change 
by  abridgment  or  contraction.  It  was  originally  bedsuddiant  or  badtrnd- 
(iiani;  and  whatever  may  be  said  as  to  the  precise  meaning  of  the  prefix, 
the  word  itself  unquestionably  signified  immersion;  for  the  word  tuddiant 
has  always  amounted  to  that  as  fully  as  any  word  in  any  language  could 
possibly  do."  See  Article  Bapiisma^  In  Lhuyd's  Arch.  Brit  Comp.  Vocab. 
ed.  1707;  or  a  translation  of  the  same,  in  Dr.  Richard's  answer  to  Key.  B. 
Evans  on  Baptism,  pp.  16,  17,  ed.  1791. 

ScLAVONiAN. — ^The  Sclavonian  or  old  Bussian  translation  of  the 
New  Testament  was  made  from  the  original  Greek  in  the  ninth  century, 
by  the  two  brothers  Cyril  and  Methodius.  It  was  first  printed  in  1570. 
The  Russfkns,  being  a  branch  of  the  Greek  church,  practice  immersion  in 
all  ordinary  cases ;  but  the  ceremony  of  making  the  sign  of  the  cross  upon 
the  candidate  in  connection  with  immersion,  had  come  to  be  regarded  in 
the  time  of  Cyril  and  Methodius,  as  the  more  important  ceremony  of  the 
two,  and  absolutely  essential  to  the  ordinance.  Hence,  among  the  Bus- 
i^ians  this  rite  is  technically  designated  ft*om  the  '*  crossing,"  and  not  from 
the  "  immersion."  Their  version  therefore,  does  not  in  fact  translate  bap- 
fidzo  at. all;  but  substitutes  the  term  krestiiy  to  cross;  as  Matt  iii.  6,  6, 
*'  Then  went  out  to  him  Jerusalem  and  all  Judca,  and  all  the  region  round 
about  Jordan,  and  were  crossed  by  him  in  Jordan,  confessing  their  shis," 
V.  11.  etc.  "I  indeed  cross  you,"  etc.  This  is  greatly  to  be  regretted;  for 
such  a  technical  dez^ignation  of  the  rite  banishes  entirely  from  view  the 
ordinance  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  substitutes  in  its  place  a  tradition  of  men; 
and  every  version  constructed  upon  this  principle,  though  not  in  the  least 
degree  hostile  to  immersion,  not  only  sanctions,  but  is  calculated  to  per- 
l)etuate  a  piece  of  gross  superstition  and  folly,  that  had  its  birth  among 
the  early  corruptions  of  the  man  of  sin.  [This  meaning  of  kresiii  is  stated 
upon  the  authority  of  a  Bussian  gentleman,  whose  education  and  rank 
are  a  sufi^cient  guaranty  for  its  correctness.] 

Bussian. — As  the  Sclavonic  is  no  longer  understood  among  the  com- 
mon people,  a  translation  of  the  Scriptures  into  modem  Buss  was  made 
by  M.  Gluck,  a  Livonian  clergyman,  and  printed  at  Amsterdam  in  1698. 
As  the  Bussian  language  has  undergone  considerable  changes  since  that 
time,  the  Emperor  Alexander  in  1816,  directedr  the  Synod  of  Moscow  to 
prepare  a  new  translation.  The  New  Testament  was  accordingly  com- 
pleted in  1822.  See  Home,  vol.  ii,  p.  266.  The  modem  Bussian  employs 
krestUj  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Sclavonic.  Several  other  nations  in 
northern  and  eastern  Europe,  which  are  related  to  Bussia  either  by  lan- 
guage or  religion,  appear  to  have  constructed  their  translations  upon  a 
similar  principle. 

3.   Eld  Ditzler  goes   back  again  to  the   Syriac.    He  says 

nothing  that  I  need  reply  to.     I  refer  all  to  my  treatment  of 

the  subject  in  a  former  speech. 

The  Syrians  always,  from  the  first,  immersed,  and  their  de- 
30 
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scendants  do  still  immerse  as  do  all  the  Oriental  Christians, 
and  this  settles  the  whole  matter.     The  words  they  applied  to 
•the  act,  must  mean  the  act  they  performed,  unless,  as  with  the 
Germans  a  change  of  the  rite  can  be  proved. 

4.  He  returns  to  tavcU  (Hebrew)  again,  and  makes  Schind- 
ler,  and  Stokius,  and  Leigh,  say  that  taval  means  primarily 
"to  moisten,"  when  they  give  tinxity  intinzit  immersit  "to 
dip,"  "to  dip  in,"  "to  immerse,"  as  its  real  physical  sense,  and 
Faustianus,  whom  Dr.  Beecher  quotes  as  undoubtedly  using 
tingere  in  the  sense  of  "  to  dip,"  my  opponent  makes  him  say 
"  to  sprinkk  !  "  I  only  mention  this  to  express  my — I  cannot 
say  astonishment,  after  my  knowledge  of  his  treatment  of 
Schleusner  and  Stokius,  for  I  can  no  longer  be  astonished  at 
what  he  is  capable  of  doing — indignation  at  such  palpable 
perversion,  accepted  as  learning  by  his  people  who  do  not 
know  the  language. 

5.  This  rehash  of  Furst's  philological  fancies  is  simple  nonsense. 
This  is  not  the  place  to  discuss  the  question,  what  is  the  true 
root  of  ixLval^  tab,  or  bal'i  For  lack  of  better  material,  he  entei^ 
tained  you  with  a  controversy  between  Gesenius  and  Furst ! 
It  is  simply  an  insult  to  your  understandings,  and  I  pass  it. 
Whether  the  root  of  iaval  be  ta6,  or  bal^  the  verb  was  never 
used  by  the  Jews  in  any  other  sense  than  "  to  dip,"  "  to  im- 
merse," to  cover  all  over,  and  so  with  baptidzoj  whatever  its 
root,  it  never  did  mean  in  the  Greek  language  anything  else 
than  "to  dip,"  "to  immerse,"  to  cover  all  over,  and  Eld.  Ditz- 
ler  has  never  given  us  the  shadow  of  proof,  0/ authority,  save 
his  bare  word,  that  it  ever  did. 

6.  I  can  only  regret  the  persistency  with  which  ray  oppo- 
nent misstates  me.  He  compels  me  to  be  very  plain  and  severe. 
I  reaffirm  with  emphasis  that  I  have  given  the  testimony  of 
forty  lexicons,  among  them  all  that  are  considered  upon  either 
continent  standard  authorities,  and  everyone  gives  ^^todip^^^  "  to 
imniersey^  as  the  only  primary  and  real  signification  of  haptidzoj  and 
I  therefore  affirm  that  this  is  its  only  real  moaning.  I  again 
reaffirm  that  the  figurative  are  not  the  real  meanings  of  the  verb. 
It  is  not  true,  though  an  angel  from  heaven  should  assert  it, 
that  "  all  the  great  standards  ^ve  to  sprinkle  or  pour,^  as  a 
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literal  meaning  of  haptidzo.  Nor  is  it  true  that  one  Standard 
Greek  Lexicon  gives  "to  sprinkle,"  or  "to  pour,"  as  a  real  lite- 
ral meaning  ?  Let  my  opponent  produce  one,  let  him  produce 
any  author  who  declares  he  has  ever  seen  one.  I  say  let  him 
now  here  before  you,  and  before  this  proposition,  bring  it 
forward  or  no  longer  repeat  the  misstatement.  If  he  fails  to 
do  so,  he  virtually  confesses  he  has  stated  what  he  nor  any 
other  man  is  able  to  prove.  Baptists  are  justified  in  saying 
with  Dr.  Carson,  with  Anthon  and  Stuart,  that  no  Greek 
Lexicon  on  earth  gives  any  other  meaning  than  "to  immerse," 
or  its  equivalent,  as  the  literal,  real  signification  of  baptidzo. 

7.  Beza,  a  Presbyterian,  and  the  first  scholar  of  his  age,  and 
successor  of  Calvin,  and  whom  Eld.  Ditzl'er  never  mentions  but 
to  misrepresent,  says  emphatically,  "  Christ  commanded  us  to 
be  baptized;  by  which  word  it  is  certain  immersion  is  signi- 
fied." Neither  does  the  word  baptidzo  signify  to  wash  except 
by  consequence,  for  it  properly  signifies  to  plunge  into,  for  the 
sake  of  "coloring"  or  "dyeing."  When  he  makes  you  believe 
that  Beza  teaches  that  baptidzo  means  "to  sprinkle,  never  "to 
immerse,"  in  the  New  Testament,  he  treats  Beza  as  he  does 
Schleusner,  and  his  other  author^.  I  refer  all  to  my  argument 
from  the  admissions  of  eminent  Pedobaptist  authors,  for  what 
Witsius,  Turrentin,  Vossius,  Suicer,  really  do  say. 

8.  My  opponent  makes  another  lame  attempt  to  defend  his 
treatment  of  Schleusner,  but  still  the  stern  fact  stands  to  con- 
vict him  of  the  bald,  palpable  perversion  of  an  author,  that  is 
unprecedented  in  the  annals  of  controversy.  He  says  that 
I,  forsooth,  in  the  year  1868  left  out  the  very  words  he  sup- 
pressed. It  is  true  I  did,  but  I  did  not  put  a  palpable  falsehood 
into  the  lips  of  the  author.  1  did  in  no  sense  misrepresent 
Schleusner's  primary  definition  of  baptidzo  nor  its  use  in  the 
New  Testament,  but  Eld.  Ditzler  makes  him  say  that  in  the 
sense  of  "to  dip,"  "to  immerse,"  it  is  never  used  in  the  New  Tes^ 
tamenty  and  ScbLBUSNBR  does  not  sat  this.  This  is  the  single 
issue,  and  thi»  I  have  proved.  No  scholar  can  or  ever  will 
question  it. 

Eld.  Ditzler,  to  make  his  author  testify  against  Baptists,  ac- 
tually SUPPRESSES  A  PART  OP  A  SENTENCE,  whcre  the  Unfinished 
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part  is  a  reference  to  another  verb.  Sometimes  translated  by 
baptidzOy  having  another  sense  than  taval  generally  has  in 
which  sense  this  latter^  baptidzoy  is  never  used  in  the  New  Tes- 
tament— says  Schleusner — but  Elder  Ditzler,  by  suppressing 
this  part  of  the  sentence  makes  him  say  in  the  sense  of  taval 
fo  immerse  it  is  never  used  in  the  New  Testament !  ! 

I  know  that  this  must  be  settled  by  scholars ;  those  acquaint- 
ed with  Greek  and  Latin.  And  so  confident  am  I  that  no 
scholar  can,  or  ever  will  question  the  construction  I  have  giv- 
en, that  I  am  willing  for  it  to  go  to  the  record.  Schleusner 
never  (lid  say  what  Eld.  Ditzler  makes  him  say,  that  baptidzoj 
in  its  primary  sense  of  to  dip,  to  immerse,  is  never  used  in 
the  New  Testament,  but  he  did  say,  that  in  the  sense 
that  tava  is  used  in  the  passages  refererd  to— to  drown,  to 
sink  down  so  as  to  perish,  it  is  never  used  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment. 

By  a  statement  in  his  last  speech.  Eld.  Ditzler  has  clearly 
discovered  his  real  ignorance  of  the  notation  of  the  Psalms  al- 
luded to  by  Schleusner.  He  says:  "Now  it  so  happens  that 
in  Psalm  ix.  6  James^  ^destructions^  are  named  as  coming 
on  the  people."  The  place  in  our  version  where  this  tnbha  oc- 
curs is  Psalm  ix.  15  I  Now,  I  have  had  nothing  to  do  with  his 
Psalm  ix.  6,  nor  ix.  15,  nor  are  these  the  passages  Schleusxer 
REFERS  to;  and  Eld.  Ditzler^  it  appears j  knows  no  better/!  Every 
scholar  knows  that  the  notation  of  the  Psalms  in  the  Hebrew 
and  Septuagint  do  not  correspond  with  our  English  version, 
and  it  would  have  been  well  for  Eld.  Ditzler  to 
have  sought  some  information  on  that  subject  before 
talking  about  my  blundering  into  a  ditch.  In  the  Hebrew, 
the  motto  of  the  chapter  is  recited  for  the  first  verse.  Hence 
Psalm  ix.  6  quoted  by  Schleusner  is  ix.  7,  which  my  opponent, 
not  knowing,  of  course  has  not  examined,  but  he  tells  you  he 
finds  "destructions"  in  the  sixth  verse,  and  declares  that  I  look 
Jit  that  as  tabhaU  Who  is  in  the  ditch  here  ?  In  the  other 
Psalm  quoted  as  Ixviii.  5  in  Schleusner,  it  should  be  Ixix.  2  to 
correspond  with  our  version  and  the  Hebrew.  The  tenth  and 
eleventh  Psalms  were  united  in  the  Septuagint  so  that  Psalm 
came  xi.,  etc.,  and  thus  Psalm  Ixix.  of  Septuagint  is 
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Psalm  Ixviii.  of  our  version.  The  figure  5  in  Schleusner 
is  evidently  a  misprint,  for  3,  and  3  of  the  Hebrew  cor- 
responds to  verse  2  of  our  version.  Tabahte  is  the  Hebrew 
word  in  this  verse,  which  signifies  to  sink  deep.  The  verb  at 
the  close  of  the  verse  translated  overflow,  means  to  sweep 
away  as  with  a  flood  of  rushing  water.  Here  is  a  sense  in 
which  Schleusner  wishes  to  say  that  baptidzo  is  never  used  in 
the  New  Testament 

So  of  Psalm  ix.  6  (Heb.  7)  the  Hebrew  word  translated  by 
baptidzo  in  the  gloss  of  the  unknown  writer  is  derived  from 
shuha  which  signifies  to  settle  down — as  Proverbs  ii.  18,  her 
house  sinks  down  shuhah  into  death  (el  maveth).  In  this  sense 
the  great  Schleusner  wishes  to  say  and  does  say  in  his  lexicon 
that  baptidzo  is  never  used  in  the  New  Testament,  but  Eld. 
Ditzler,  by  suppressing  an  important  and  explanatory  part  of 
a  sentence  forces  him  to  say,  that  in  its  proper  signification, 
of  to  dip,  to  immerse — answering  to  taval  in  2  Kings  v.  14, 
where  Naaman  dipped  himself  in  the  Jordan — it  is  never  used 
in  the  New  Testament!  Let  these  facts  go  to  the  record  and 
be  decided  by  the  verdict  of  impartial  scholarship  with  the 
facts  respecting  Stokius. 

Touching  Hermas  and  Barnabas.  They  are  placed  in  the 
First  Century  by  standard  writers  who  refer  to  them.  I  have 
no  time  to  discuss  the  matter.  I  referred  to  their  testimonv, 
touching  the  act  of  baptism  in  their  day,  whether  they  lived 
in  the  First  or,  as  Eld.  Ditzler  claims,  in  the  Second  Century. 
Though  their  style  is  highly  metaphorical,  yet  no  man  can  im- 
peach their  testimony  as  to  the  act  of  Christian  baptism — it 
was  by  immersion  only,  in  their  day. 

As  the  Elder  is  so  hard  upon  Hermas  because  of  this  testi- 
mony, and  upon  me  for  introducing  them  as  belonging  to  the 
First  Century,  I  will  inform  him  what  his  own  church  teach- 
es about  them  and  when  they  lived.  IreAd  from  Rater's  Church 
History y  published  by  the  M.  E.  Church,  who  places  them  in 
the  First  Century,  and  says : 

'*  The  Pastor  of  Hernias  is  generaUy  allowed  to  be  genuine,  and  it  is  also 
probable  that  it  was  th  j  work  of  that  Hermas  who  is  spoken  of  by  St. 
Paul,*  though  some  have  ascribed  it  to  a  certain  Hennas,  or  Hermes, 
brother  to  Pius  bishop  of  Home,  who  lived  in  the  succeeding  century. 
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The  work  is  entirely  all^orical,  consisting  of  visions  and  similitndes. 
Like  ail  works  of  this  nature,  it  Is  extremely  unequal  as  a  composition, 
and  I  confess  but  little  satisfactory  to  my  judgment.  It  was  however  in 
high  estimation  in  tlie  early  ages,  and  is  spoken  of  as  Scripture  both  1^ 
Irunieus  and  Tertullian."*— Ruter's  His.  of  the  Church,  p.  39. 

It  is  uo  matter  what  my  owu  private  opinion  may  be,  this  is 
wLu't  his,  £1(1.  Ditzler's,  church  holds  and  teaches,  aud  what 
it  is  /iAS  duty  to  believe. 

Should  I  attempt  to  reply  to  his  description  of  baptism  in 
TertuUian's  day,  I  feel  that  I  should  insult  the  good  sense 
of  this  audience.  Any  one  who  can  believe  what  he  says 
about  it — well,  I  will  say  there  is  nothing  too  monstrous  or 
absurd  for  the  faith  of  such  an  one.  Never  have  I  seen  the 
manifestations  of  such  recklessness  of  statement  as  my  oppo- 
nent is  exhibiting  as  this  proposition  is  drawing  to  a  close. 

It  has  been  brought  to  light  that  Methodists  have  a  spurious 
edition  of  Wesley's  Notes  on  the  Gospel,  which  they  circu- 
late extensively,  in  which  Wesley  is  served  as  Eld.  Ditzler 
serves  Schleusner,  a  part  of  a  sentence  hemg  suppressed,  and  ac- 
cording to  the  statement  of  Eld.  Ditzler,  he  never  saw  a  cor- 
rect edition  of  Wesley's  Notes  until  hi^  debate  with  Mr. 
Wilkes !  Rev.  J.  R.  Dempsey,  Ky.,  (why  did  he  not'  give  the 
P.  O.  ?)  should  produce  that  spurious  edition,  and  let  the  world 
know  who  got  it  up,  if  his  church  by  her  Book  Concerns  did 
not,  let  us  know  who  did.     I  call  for  the  book. 

13-  He  still  insists  that  Leigh  defines  baptidzo  to  mean  to  sprin- 
kle. I  can  only  refer  you  to  his  testimony  given  under  lexi- 
cal authorities — that's  the  unvarnished  testimony  of  Leigh 
whatever  Eld.  Ditzler  may  say. 

14.  My  opponent  says  that  ''in  points  almost  innumerable  be 
has  exposed  me*' — i.  e.  misquoting  and  misstating  authors. 

Mr.  President,  the  rules  by  which  we  are  governed,  forbid 
my  replying  to  this  statement  as  it  deserves.  I  will  content 
myself  with  this — when  my  accuser  rises  again  let  him  specify 
just  one  instance,  or  let  his  silence  convict  him  of  stating  what 
he  knows  to  be  false.  I  challenge  him  to  point  out  one  in- 
stance where  I  have  misquoted,  mistranslated  or  misrepresented 

•DePud.10. 
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au  author  in  this  discussion.  I  am  determined  these  state- 
ments to  my  detriment  shall  not  go  upon  the  printed  page  un- 
challenged— harsh  as  it  may  appear  in  me.  He  says  whenev- 
er he  has  corrected  me,  I  have  stood  corrected — let  all  see  who 
will  stand  corrected  now — stand  self-corrected  by  his  own  si- 
lence. 

Elder  Ditzler  makes  a  square  issue  with  me  before  you, 
touching  the  proper  signification  of  the  Heb.  Verb  tavaly  for  you 
see 'he  is  back  again  upon  taval;  he  don't  say  all  he  has  to  say 
wh^n  he  is  on  a  subject,  and  then  leave  it,  but  he  flies  back 
and  forth  to  it  like  a  weaver's  shuttle. 

He  says  "  taval  occurs  sixteen  times,  [a  mistake  of  one,]  in 
the  Bible  and  not  in  a  single  instance  does  it  put  the  object  under 
any  eleinent."  Now  it  happens  that  everyone  can  decide  be- 
tween us  on  this  issue — to  the  law  and  the  testimony. 

1.  Lev.  iv,  6,  and  the  priest  shall  dip,  taval^  his  linger  in  the 
blood"  while  the  finger  was  in  the  blood  was  it  under  or  within 

any  element?    I  think  a  child  can  answer. 

2.  Lev.  xiv,  6,  "and  shall  dip,  toi?a/,  the  living  bird  in 
the  blood  of  the  bird  that  was  killed  over  running  water  etc." 

Eld.  Ditzler  presumes  to  say  that  the  bird  God  commanded  to 
be  dipped  in  this  blood  and  water,  **had  not  its  head,  wings 
and  tail  even  towcA^^i with  the  blood"!!  Who  told  him  so? 
Buxtorflf,  Stokius,  Leigh,  Schindler  and  every  lexicon  of  the 
Hebrew  language  tells  him  that  the  literal  and  true  meaning 
of  taval  is  to  dip,  to  dip  in,  immerse.  If  Moses  obeyed  the 
command  he  did  dip  the  entire  bird  into  the  blood  of  its  slain 
fellow  mixed  with  water,  and  every  Jewish  commentator 
declares  that  nothing  less  than  an  entire  dipping  would  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  law  and  that  it  was  accustomed  to  be 
done.  The  Misnah  says  that  the  very  wings  to  the  extreme 
tips  and  the  tail  were  to  be  so  bound  as  to  be  dipped  into  the 
blood  and  water.  * 

So  much  for  his  statement  of  a  plain  fact.  Then  let  the 
devout  Christian  consider  the  requirements  of  the  type.  It 
required  two  birds  to  represent  the  work  of  Christ  as  two  goats 

*  Ebr.  Concord,  part  p.  64  No,  318. 
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were  requisite  preparatory  to  the  day  of  atonement  to  typify 
Christ  as  the  sauctifier  and  Sin-bearer  of  his  people.  One 
gout  was  burned  without  the  camp  to  typify  the  satis&ctiou 
that  Christ  was  to  make  to  the  divine  law  for  sin,  and  the 
scape-goat,  on  which  the  sins  of  the  people  were  laid,  was  sent 
away  into  the  wilderness  to  signify  that  Christ  was  their  Sin- 
bearer,  to  bear  away  their  sins  from  them  forever. 

So  was  the  slain  bird  a  type  of  Christ,  and  of  his  shea  blood 
and  ftie  living  bird  dipped  in  blood  and  water  was  a  type  of 
Christ  bathed  in  his  own  blood  and  sutferings — not  a  few  drops 
slightly  touching  some  parts  ofhim,  but  a  complete  immersion, 
an  overwhelming  in  them.  Christ  compared  his  suffering!) 
and  death  to  a  baptism — literally  immersion,  when  he  said  ^^  I 
have  an  immersion  to  undergo  and  how  am  I  straightened  until 
it  be  accomplished,  Luke  xii,  50.  The  living  bird  must  have 
been  whoily  immersed  in  the  blood  and  water,  to  have  been  a 
type  of  Christ  suliering  in  his  whole  nature,  body  and  soul,  that 
he  might  when  released,  bear  our  sins  away  from  us  as  far  as 
the  east  is  from  the  west."  To  say  there  was  no  more  than  an 
eggshell  full  of  the  water  and  blood,  is  simply  irreverent — there 
must  have  been  sufficient  spring-water  taken  in  the  vessel  for 
the  immersion  of  the  entire  living  bird  with  the  cedar  wood 
and  hyssop,  or  the  command  could  not  have  been  obeyed,  nrr 
the  rite  have  been  a  type  of  Christ. 

3.  The  third  instance  is  in  the  Slst  verse  of  same  chapter, 
and  refers  to  the  same  ceremony — the  living  bird  was  certainly 
by  the  verb  tacal  put  under,  or  within  the  element. 

4.  "  The  fourth  place  where  iaval  is  used  is  in  Num.,  xix, 
18  :  "  And  the  clean  person  shall  take  hyssop  and  dip  it  into 
the  water."  Had  the  Jews  taken  watpr  and  sprinkled  it  upon 
the  bunch  of  hyssop,  they  would  have  violated  the  law.  There 
was  an  immersion  here. 

5.  The  fifth  instance  is  in  Ruth.,  ii,  14 :  "  And  Boaz  said 
unto  her  at  meal  time,  come  thou  hither  and  eat  of  the  bread 
and  dip  thy  morsel  in  the  vinegar."  Adam  Clark  admits  the 
act  to  have  been  an  immersion.  He  says :  "  Vinegar"  a  kind 
of  acid  sauce  used  by  the  reapers  to  dip  their  broad  in,  which 
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both  cooled  and  refreshed  them."     They  dipped  that  they 
might  soak  their  bread  in  the  sauce. 

6.  The  sixth  instance  is  in  Ex.  xii,  22.  "And  ye  shall  take 
a  bunch  of  hyssop  and  dip  it  into  the  blood."  The  bunch,  or 
head  of  the  hyssop  bough  was  dipped  into  the  blood,  not  the 
blood  sprinkled  upon  it. 

7.  The  seventh  occurrence  of  (aval  is  in  Deut.  xxxiii,  24. 
"  And  let  him  dip  his  foot  \\\  oil."  Here  the  foot  of  Ashor 
was  to  be  immersed  in,  not  simply  touched,  moistened  with — 
oil,  indicating  abundance,  the  latter  act  would  have  indicatetl 
scarcity. 

8.  The  next  instance  is  in  Ezek.  xxiii,  15  :  "  Exceeding  in 
dyed  attire."  Ilere  King  James'  translators  have  rendered 
tavcd  by  dyed — the  effect  for  the  cause — while  the  Holy  Spirit 
says  dipped  attire,  which  indicates  that  their  attire  had  been 
dipped  in  order  to  color  it. 

9.  The  ninth  instance  is  found  in  Job,  ix,  31:  "Yet  shalt 
thou  plunge  me  in  the  ditch."  As  a  thorough  defilement  is 
indicated  here,  he  must  have  been  wholly  covered  wiih  the 
filth  of  the  ditch. 

10.  The  next  occurrence  of  taval  is  Lev.  ix,  9  :  "  And  he 
dipped  his  finger  in  the  blood."  l^h^  finger  here,  not  the  hand 
or  body,  must  have  been  introduced  into  the  element  bloody 
which  was  an  immersion  of  the  part  named. 

11.  The  next  we  meet  with  is  in  1  Sam.,  ix,  27 :  "  And 
he  [Jonathan]  put  forth  the  end  of  his  rod,  that  was  in  his 
hands,  and  dipped  it  in  the  honeycomb."  He  did  not  dip 
the  whole  rod,  but  the  end  of  it,  and  was  not  the  end  intro- 
duced within  the  element,  honey  ? 

12.  2  Kings,  v,  14  :  "  Then  went  he  [Naaman]  down  and 
dipped  himself  seven  times  in  Jordan." 

Eld.  Ditzler  now  declares  that  the  prophet  violated  God's 
law  for  the  purification  of  leprosy  if  he  commanded  Naaman 
to  dip  in  the  Jordan  " ! "  that  the  law  was  "  He  shall  sprinkle 
upon  him  that  is  to  be  cleansed  from  leprosy  seven  times,  and 
shall  pronounce  him  clean."  He  assumes  then  that  the  pro- 
phet commanded  him  to  go  and  sprinkle  himself  seven  times 
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into  the  Jordan  !  eidcI  that  Naaman  did  bo,  but  never  dipped 
liiniself  into  its  waters  once !  I  will  say  that  I  have  met  with 
temerity  and  recklesgnees  in  disputants  before,  but  never  n-ith 
the  eqntil  of  this!  Let  his  be  the  glory  or  the  thame  of 
being  the  first  man,  known  to  me,  who  ever  denied,  with  the 
inspired  record  stnnng  him  iu  the  face,  that  could  not,  in  He- 
bi-ew  or  Greek,  more  clearly  express  the  act  of  immeraion — 
th^t  Xiiunian  went  down  and  dipped  himself  in  the  waters  of 
the  I'iver  Jordan  I  I  refer  all  to  what  I  said  in  my  sixteenth 
speech  on  this  case,  and  I  have  nothing  to  modity.  I  pass 
this  case,  calling  yonr  attention  to  a  discussion  of  an  authority 
intiilltble  with  my  opponent.  In  his  debate  with  Mr.  Wilkes, 
wlien  considering  the  case  of  Judith,  Eld.  Ditzler  declared 
tlitit  the  force  of  the  Greek  forbade  the  idea  of  immersion  in 
the  case,  since  the  text  was  "  epi tes  pe(/e3  "  at  the  fountain. 
Miirk  liis  words,  "were  it  immerse,  it  would  at  least  be,  eU  ttn 
jKiji-ii,  ncciiaative  case  with  eis  into,  not  epi  at,"  p.  483. 

Now  in  the  ease  of  Naamau  the  Greek  text  is  precisely  as 
he  says  it  should  be  to  indicate  an  immersion.  "  Ebajptizcto 
cis  lull  Jordanen,"  and  now  he  scouts  the  idea  of  an  immersion 
in  the  passage! 

But  he  otters  an  issue  and  I  meet  it  equftrely — i.  e.,  that  Ay 
sprinkling  alone  the  purifieaUon  of  leprosy  could  be  consuvimaled. 

To  make  ont  his  case,  he  treats  God's  word  as  he  does 
8clitensner,  f/irfs  Out  part  of  the  law!  He  gives  only  the  7th 
verso  of  Lev.  xiv.     Now  read  the  8th  : 

"And  he  tbnt  la  to  be  clwinsed,  shall  waah  himself  fit  waUr,  tbal  be 
luay  In-  ok'un ;  mid  aftur  that  ho  aliall  coiiio  iiitii  the  camp,  and  shall  t«ny 
ubruad  out  of  his  tent  seven  [lu>-s.  But  it  shall  he  on  the  seventh  dortbil 
he  shall  shave  all  his  bair  o(I  his  head  and  his  beard,  and  his  eyebron'^ 
even  all  bis  hair  shall  be  shorn  oQ;  and  he  ahall  wash  his  clottaw,  tiaa  be 
shall  wash  his  flesh  In  water,  and  he  shall  be  clean." 

Does  this  look  aa  if  a  simple  sprinkling  of  himself  seveo 
times  with  wstar,  was  all  the  law  required?  Is  a  part  of  the 
troth  the  truth  1    la  not,  in  the  language  of  law,  tuppruM 

I  Br.  Alting,  Dr.  Meyer,  Kitto  and  Maimon- 

ikerever  rachata  was  used  to  denote  the 

^  or  tlie  "  fiejh"  of  a  person,  that  it  ia- 


Mode  of  Baptism.  491 

dicated  an  entire  immersion,  and  that  in  the  law,  where  the 
clothes  were  required  to  be  washed,  it  called  for  an  immersion, 
not  only  of  the  clothes,  but  of  the  body  of  the  person,  to  complete 
the  cleansing.  The  prophet  commanded  him  to  bathe  himself 
seven  times,  and  the  Hebrew  text  says  he  tavalized,  dipped ; 
and  the  Greek  text  says  he  baptized^  immersed  himself;  but 
Eld.  Ditzter  declares  in  the  face  of  both,  and  of  all  authorities, 
that  he  only  sprinkled  himself!  It  is  useless  to  reason.  Then 
he  says  that  "it  is  [was]  a  physical  impossibility  for  hifti  to 
have  dipped  himself — ^in  the  sense  of  dipping  the  whole  per- 
son; for  he  would  be  fully  shoulder  deep,  or  quite  so,  ere  he 
could  or  would  dip ! " 

I  will  not  answer  him  according  to  his  folly — but  ask  him 
for  the  sake  of  others — for  his  brethren  are  chargeable  with 
the  ^me  puerility  all  over  our  land,  when  God  command- 
ed the  priests  to  dip  their  feet  in  the  Jordan,  was  it  a  physical 
impossibility  ?  Did  they  not  dip  them  by  stepping  into  the 
water  until  they  were  covered  by  it?  Then  Naaman  dipped 
the  lower  part  of  his  body  by  wading  into  the  river  and  the 
rest  of  it  by  immersing  it  under  the  water. 

I  have,  I  fear,  only  dignified  his  objections  by  noticing  them. 
Let  us  look  at  the  remaining  places  where  tavai  occurs. 

13.  Second  Kings  viii.  15.  "He  took  a  thick  cloth  and 
dipped  it  in  water  and  spread  it  on  his  face  so  that  he  died." 
A  child  would  not  question  that  the  cloth  was  indeed  dipped 
into  the  water,  and  before  it  was  taken  out,  it  certainly  was 
within  the  element. 

14.  Gen.  xxxvii.  31.  "And  they  took  Joseph's  coat  and 
Idlled  a  kid  and  dipped  the  coat  in  the  blood.''  The  Greek 
version  says,  dyed  it,  but  dyeing  is  the  efectotthe  dipping. 

15.  Josh.  iii.  15.    "The  feet  of  the  priests  that  bore  the  ark 

irere  dipped  in  the  brim  of  the  Jordan."  Were  not  their 
leet  within  the  element  water,  in  this  case?  If  there  is 
itnother  instance  it  does  not  now  occur  to  me. 

Now  against  his  position  I  submit  these  fifteen  cases,  in  every 
<>iae  of  which  a  clear  instance  of  immersion  is  indicated,  that  you 
Jtttay  decide  from  them  what  reliance  yon  can  place  upon  his 
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assertion  that  "in  not  a  single  instance  does  "  tacaV*  put  tlie  object 
under  any  elements 

Tou  have  just  heard  Eld.  Ditzler  assert  that  the  three  mill- 
ion Israelites  stood  still  in  Jordan  !  To  show  you  with  what 
accuracy  he  reads  the  word  of  God,  for  it  would  be  in  viola- 
tion of  courteous  debate  to  charge  him  with  an  intentional  per- 
version of  it — I  will  read  the  whole  passage  in  whieh  the  ex- 
pression is  found. 

*'Ahd  thou  shalt  command  the  pr teste  that  bear  the  ark  of  the  Covenant 
[four  of  them]  saying.  When  ye  are  come  to  the  brink  of  the  water  of 
Jordan,  ye  shaU  stand  stiU  in  Jordan. ''    Josh.  iii.  8. 

In  verse  17  any  one  can  see  how  the  priests  obeyed. 

Now,  if  Eld.  Ditzler  thus  unblushingly  perverts  the  word 
of  the  God  of  heaven  and  earth,  what  are  you  not  warranted 
to  believe  he  will  do  with  the  productions  of  men  ?  It  is  in 
this  way  he  has  treated  his  lexicons  and  authorities,  so  that  I  have 
been  forced  all  along  into  constant  impeachments  of  his  honor 
and  fair  dealing.  He  scarcely  speaks  five  minutes  without 
being  guilty  of  this  very  thing.  Why,  sir,  in  the  next  breath 
after  saying  that  the  thirty  thousand  stood  still  in  Jordan,  he 
tells  you  emphaticall}-  that  "  eis  ton  Jordanen  does  not  occur  in 
Mark  i.  9  as  I  say  it  does  but  in  verse  6 ! "  Must  I  let  this  pass 
unnoticed,  and  so  stand  convicted  of  error? — for  not  one  in 
one  thousand  who  read  our  debate  will  turn  to  look  for  them 
selves,  but  will  take  his  word.  He  tells  you  that  I  have  stated 
what  was  not  so  when  I  stated  that  eis  ton  Jordaneny  occurs  in 
Mark  i.  9. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  what  must  you  think  when  I  tell  you 
that  the  phrase  eis  ton  Jordanen  occurs  nowherb  else  in  the 
New  Testament,  except  where  i  said  it  does  in  Mark  i.  9! ! 
Let  every  Greek  scholar  pause  and  examine  for  himself.  The 
motive  that  could  induce  Eld.  Ditzler  to  deliberatelv  make 
such  statements,  I  cannot  conceive.  I  vrill  not  here  cliarge 
him  with  mistaking  as  to  a  matter  of  fact,  for  he  could  not 
mistake  it,  but  I  do  charge  him  with  boldly  misstating  ajplain 
matter  of  fact. 

My  time  does  not  permit  me  to, notice  and  expose  many  oth- 
er similar  statements — the  scores  of  similar  statements — that 
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marked  the  rest  of  his  speech,  by  which  he  seeks  to  break  the 
force  of  my  argument  and  put  me  in  a  false  light.  I  must 
trust  the  rest  to  the  record,  knowing  that  the  fairminded  reader 
will  examine  what  I  have  said,  and  not  my  opponent's  repre- 
sentation of  my  position  and  statements. 

Eld.  Ditzler  asks  with  great  emphasis  if  I  do  not  know  that 
Dr.  Gotch  is  the  President  of  Bristol  College,  England,  as 
though  this  was  proof  of  a  misstatement,  when  I  said  he  was 
an  Episcopalian.  It  is  only  a  proof  of  the  statement  of  Dr. 
Stock  of  England,  that  our  brethren  over  there  were  filling 
their  colleges  with  Pedobaptists  to  the  great  detriment  of  the 
denomination.  Dr.  Qotch  is  an  Episcopalian,  nevertheless, 
unless  he  has  changed  his  views  lately. 

He  sees  fit,  for  present  effect  I  suppose,  to  flatly  contradict 
my  statement  that  according  to  the  Jewish  Babbins,  where 
rachats  is  used  with  reference  to  washing  the^^A  or  the  clothes^ 
the  in^mersion  of  the  whole  body  is  meant.  Well,  so  distin- 
guished a  scholar  as  Dr.  J.  Alting  (Presbyterian),  says  :  "The 
verb  rathatz  or  {rachats)^  he  washes,  is  frequently  used  either 
alone  or  with  the  addition  of  the  word  flesh,  and  the  whole 
flesh,  which  is  baptism,  *****  whence  the  Jews  observe 
that  whenever  a  command  occurs  for  washing  the  clotheSy  the 
washing  of  the  whole  body  is  either  added  or  understood." — 
Opera^  Tom.  iv.  com.  in  Epis.  ad.  Heb.  p.  220. 

He  declares  to  you  that  '^no  Rabbi  on  earth  mys  so."  Was  not 
Maimonides  a  Rabbi  ?  Davenport  says  of  him, — ^"one  of  the 
most  celebrated  of  the  Jewish  Rabbis  who  is  called  the  *  eagle 
of  the  doctors'  and  *the  lamp  of  Israel/  was  profoundly  versed  in 
languages  and  in  all  the  learning  of  the  age."  Is  he  not  com- 
petent to  testify,  and  will  the  simple  word  of  my  opponent 
sufiice  to  impeach  him?  What  does  he  say?  "Wherever 
washing  of  the  flesh  and  washing  of  the  clothes  are  mentioned 
in  the  law,  nothing  else  is  meant  but  the  dipping  of  the  whole 
body  in  a  confluence  of  water ;  and  that  if  he  dip  his  whole  body 
except  the  tip  of  his  little  finger,  he  is  still  in  his  uncleanness 
etc."  "No  mode  is  required"  says  my  learned  friend  !  There 
is  nothing  but  mode  required — a  dipping  of  the  whole  body ! ! 

He  also  questions  my  reference  to  the  Syriac  in  two  in- 
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part  i8  a  reference  to  another  verb.  Sometimes  translated  by 
baptidzo^  having  another  sense  than  tavd  generally  has  in 
which  sense  this  latter^  baptidzOj  is  never  used  in  the  New  Tes- 
tament— says  Schleusner — ^but  Elder  Ditzler,  by  suppressing 
this  part  of  the  sentence  makes  him  say  in  the  sense  of  taval 
to  immerse  it  is  never  used  in  the  New  Testament !  ! 

I  know  that  this  must  be  settled  by  scholars ;  those  acquaint- 
ed with  Greek  and  Latin.  And  so  confident  am  I  that  no 
scholar  can,  or  ever  will  question  the  construction  I  have  giv- 
en, that  I  am  willing  for  it  to  go  to  the  record.  Schleusner 
never  did  say  what  Eld.  Ditzler  makes  him  say,  that  baptidzo^ 
in  its  primary  sense  of  to  dip,  to  immerse,  is  never  used  in 
the  Xew  Testament,  but  he  did  say,  that  in  the  sense 
that  tava  is  used  in  the  passages  refererd  to — to  drown,  to 
sink  down  so  as  to  perish,  it  is  never  used  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment. 

By  a  statement  in  his  last  speech.  Eld.  Ditzler  has  clearlj- 
discovered  his  real  ignorance  of  the  notation  of  the  Psalms  al- 
luded to  by  Schleusner.  He  says:  *'Now  it  so  happens  that 
in  Psalm  ix.  6  J  aims*  ''destructions^  are  named  as  coming 
on  the  people."  The  place  in  our  version  where  this  tabha  oc- 
curs is  Psalm  ix.  15  !  Now,  I  have  had  nothing  to  do  with  his 
Psalm  ix.  6,  nor  ix.  lo,  nor  are  these  the  passages  Schleusner 
REFERS  to;  and  Eld.  Ditzler^  it  appears^  knows  no  better  !!  Every 
scholar  knows  that  the  notation  of  the  Psalms  in  the  Hebrew 
and  Septuagint  do  not  correspond  with  our  English  version, 
and  it  would  have  been  well  for  Eld.  Ditzler  to 
have  sought  some  information  on  that  subject  before 
talking  about  my  blundering  into  a  ditch.  In  the  Hebrew, 
the  motto  of  the  chapter  is  recited  for  the  first  verse.  Hence 
Psalm  ix.  6  quoted  by  Schleusner  is  ix.  7,  which  my  opponent, 
not  knowing,  of  course  has  not  examined,  but  he  tells  you  he 
finds  "destructions"  in  the  sixth  verse,  and  declares  that  I  look 
lit  that  as  tabha! !  Who  is  in  the  ditch  here?  In  the  other 
Psalm  quoted  as  Ixviii.  5  in  Schleusner,  it  should  be  Ixix.  2  to 
correspond  with  our  version  and  the  Hebrew.  The  tenth  and 
eleventh  Psalms  were  united  in  the  Septuagint  so  that  Psalm 
xii.  became  xi.,  etc.,  and  thus  Psalm  Ixix.  of  Septuagint  is 


Mode  of  Baptism.  485 

Psalm  Ixviii.  of  our  version.  The  figure  5  in  Sehleusner 
is  evidently  a  misprint,  for  8,  and  3  of  the  Hebrew  cor- 
responds to  verse  2  of  our  version.  Tabahte  is  the  Hebrew 
word  in  this  verse,  which  signifies  to  sink  deep.  The  verb  at 
the  close  of  the  verse  translated  overflow,  means  to  sweep 
away  as  with  a  flood  of  rushing  water.  Here  is  a  sense  in 
which  Sehleusner  wishes  to  say  that  baptidzo  is  never  used  in 
the  Ifew  Testament 

So  of  Psalm  ix.  6  (Heb.  7)  the  Hebrew  word  translated  by 
baptidzo  in  the  gloss  of  the  unknown  writer  is  derived  from 
shuha  which  signifies  to  settle  down — as  Proverbs  ii.  18,  her 
house  sinks  down  ahuhah  into  death  (el  niaveth).  In  this  sense 
the  great  Sehleusner  wishes  to  say  and  does  say  in  his  lexicon 
that  baptidzo  is  never  used  in  the  New  Testament,  but  Eld. 
Ditzler,  by  suppressing  an  important  and  explanatory  part  of 
a  sentence  forces  him  to  say,  that  in  its  proper  signification, 
of  to  dip,  to  immerse — answering  to  taval  in  2  Kings  v.  14, 
where  Naaman  dipped  himself  in  the  Jordan — it  is  never  used 
in  the  New  Testament !  Let  these  facts  go  to  the  record  and 
be  decided  by  the  verdict  of  impartial  scholarship  with  the 
facts  respecting  Stokius. 

Touching  Hermas  and  Barnabas.  They  are  placed  in  the 
First  Century  by  standard  writers  who  refer  to  them.  I  have 
no  time  to  discuss  the  matter.  I  referred  to  their  testimony, 
touching  the  act  of  baptism  in  their  day,  whether  they  lived 
in  the  First  or,  as  Eld.  Ditzler  claims,  in  the  Second  Century. 
Though  their  style  is  highly  metaphorical,  yet  no  man  can  im- 
peach their  testimony  as  to  the  act  of  Christian  baptism — it 
was  by  immersion  only,  in  their  day. 

As  the  Elder  is  so  hard  upon  Hermas  because  of  this  testi- 
mony, and  upon  me  for  introducing  them  as  belonging  to  the 
First  Century,  I  will  inform  him  what  his  own  church  teach- 
es about  them  and  when  they  lived.  I  read  from  Buter^s  Church 
History y  published  by  the  M.  E.  Church,  who  places  them  in 
the  First  Century,  and  says : 

'^  The  Pastor  of  Hernias  is  generaUy  aUowed  to  be  genuinei  and  it  is  also 
probable  that  it  was  th.*  work  of  that  Hennas  who  is  spoken  of  by  St. 
Paul/  though  some  have  ascribed  it  to  a  certain  Hennas,  or  Henues, 
brother  to  Pius  bishop  of  Borne,  who  lived  in  the  succeeding  century. 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  EIGHTEENTH  REPLY. 

Gentlemen  Moderators  : — As  to  Schleusner,  we  again  ask 
the  gentleman  what  did  we  suppress  in  the  Louisville  Debate? 
Only  two  Hebrew  words  and  the  three  passages  cited  by 
Schleusner,  but  not  quoted  or  defined.  He  quarrels  with  us 
here  for  quoting  Hebrew,  there  he  complains  because  we  did 
not  quote  enough  Hebrew  when  solely  on  Greek.  But  as  we 
showed  : 

1.  I  read  that  part  at  Louisville — all,  but  neither  I,  nor  my 
opponent,  took  the  very  unscholarly  and  absurd  view  of  it  that 
Dr.  Graves  does.  We  know  that  leaving  out  the  references 
changed  not  Schleusner's  meaning. 

2.  Dr.  Graves  always  left  out  the  same,  and  so  did  Elder 
Wilkes,  A.  Campbell,  Ingham,  and  all. 

3.  By  Dr.  Graves'  absurd  interpretation  of  Schleusner^s 
lexicon, he  makes  him  say  positively  that  baptidzo  never  means 
"  immerse  "  in  the  New  Testament.  That,  we  showed,  in  a 
former  speech. 

4.  To  do  this,  he  mistranslates  et  (and),  changes  the  punctu- 
ation, and  thus  garbles  the  author. 

5.  We  showed  that  Dr.  Graves  left  out  all  this  part  that 
now  is  so  important,  and  left  out  the  word  "pour,"  and  that 
was  the  issue — did  it  ever  mean  pour?  and  quoting  Schleusner 
he  leaves  that  out,  and  declares  in  the  same  article  that  none 
of  these  authors  gives  sprinkle  or  pour!  How  does  that  look? 
Xay,  quotes  Passow  among  those  who  do  not  give  "  sprinkle 
or  pour,"  though  he  gives  "sprinkle"  twice,  and  "pour  upon" 
under  baptidzo — ^j'ea,  as  the  general  meaning.  Schleusner  be- 
lieved it  was  not  modal  in  force,  and  applied  to  all  our  modes 
— sprinkle,  pour,  immerse — and  used  only  in  New  Testament 
in  sense  of  wash,  cleanse,  as  applied  to  the  rite  of  baptism. 
Hence,  haptismos  was  "  washing,  purification,  cleansing — forto, 
purgatio.  nhlnfttr' — aiul  the  fir^t  definition  of  the  other  noun  is 
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baptism,  then  immersion,  etc.  As  to  hoc  it  refers  to  the  defi- 
nition he  gave — ^immerse,  dip,  plunge — as  one  in  meaning. 
A  child  could  see  that  Selden  says,  "  sive  haec,  sive  ilia" — 
Lund,  ii,  780,  as  often  writers  do,  not  regarding  classic  usage 
— utterly  destroy  this  little  conceit  also.  The  more  the  Doctor 
says,  the  more  he  exhibits  the  fact,  that  in  interpreting  old 
Latin  Fathers  and  writers,  he  is  handling  edged  tools  with 
which  he  is  not  familiar  and  gets  cut.  He  has  not  learned 
that  primitive  does  not  mean  first,  even.  He  will  learn  by 
examination  that  Paul,  Heb.  vi.  2,  uses  the  plural  form  of  the 
word  baptisma^  the  word  in  noun  form  for  baptism  in  the  New 
Testament.  Doctrine  of  baptisms — ^they  were  plural.  Why, 
by  his  position  there  were  three  in  the  apostolic  church,  and 
two  continue  yet,  aside  from  the  Spirit,  as  the  baptism  with 
fire  he  makes  hurling  them  into  hell — so  baptism  with  water 
and  into  hell  still  continues,  that  makes  two.  Eph.  iv.  4,  one 
baptism  refers  distinctly  to  the  oneness  of  spiritual  influence. 
One  baptism — that  by  which  all  are  "  born  together  in  the 
[spiritual]  likeness  of  his  death,"  all  thus  "baptized  into  one 
body  by  one  spirit." — 1  Cor.  xii.  13,  a  baptism,  a  circumcision, 
"made  without  hands." — Col.  ii.  11-12. 

Tertullian's  words  are  on  record.  For  baptize,  he  uses  these 
words:  1.  BaptidzOy  tingOy  adspergo,  perfundo^  lavo,  mergOy 
mergito.  That  crushes  Dr.  Graves.  Does  he  use  mergo  several 
times?  He  uses  adspergo  and  its  noun  four  or  five  times 
(sprinkle),  and  on  difl;erent  occasions,  as  well  as  perfiindo, 
sprinkle,  while  his  mergito  looks  to  three  dips  and  a  world  of 
superstition.  I  need  not  waste  time  re-quoting  on  tingo.  Ex- 
cept Ainsworth,  who  does  not  give  dip  nor  immerse,  and  does 
give  sprinkle,  all  the  standards  give  tingoy  "  moisten,"  "  wet," 
as  the  first  meanings,  and  equivalent  to  three  Greek  words, 
tengOj  applied  to  tears,  and  deuo  brecho,  applied  to  tears  and  rain 
mostly  in  all  Greek — often  in  the  Bible — and  hugraino, 
"  sprinkle  with  water,"  from  hudor^  water,  and  raino^  to  sprinkle. 
Now,  a  word  that  all  the  standard  lexicons,  even  his  own  lying 
there,  thus  define,  be  declares  is  "  synonymous  with  6apto." 
That  is  just  so  much  aid  to  us. 

As  for  Grotiu8,he  was  so  prejudiced  that  Wall  convicts  him 
31 
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of  gross  perversion  of  the  facts,  and  his  opinions  on  religions 
matters  arc  always  to  be  carefully  examined  into,  ere  received. 
He  is  not  reliable  on  baptism  at  all.  He  says  when  he  came 
to  Syriac,  I  went  oft*  on  Arabic  He  stated  distinctly  that 
amad  was  the  same  in  both.  I  held  on  to  both.  We  know 
the  Arabic  has  this  advantage  over  all  Semitic  languages. 
1.  It  is  the  only  one  that  still  lives.  2.  It  has  a  vast  amount 
of  literature,  and  hence  from  these  two  facts  we  are  in  no 
doubt  or  trouble  as  to  the  meaning  of  any  Arabic  word  any 
more  than  over  an  English  or  German  word.  Tt  is  the  main 
aid  here,  as  all  Oriental  critics  agree.  I  used  the  Arabic  and 
Syriac  together  from  the  first. 

As  to  Anabaptists,  they  were  so  called  because  they  re-bap- 
tized all  who  joined  them  from  the  other  party.  These  mat- 
ters belong  to  future  propositions. 

He  says,  Tertullian  says,  "some  say  it  will  do,"  that  is,  sprink- 
ling. IsTothing  of  the  kind.  He  is  discussing  whether  the 
twelve  apostles  were  baptized.  "  Others  make  thesuggestion, 
forced  enough,  clearly,  that  the  apostles  then  served  the  term 
of  baptism  when  they,  in  their  little  ship,  were  sprinkled," 
etc.  We  read  it  all  before.  Now  why  did  they  recognize 
this(aKi)  others — leading  theologians  in  that  day— in  trying  to 
find  out  where  the  apostles  were  baptized^ — ^if  baptism  toas  im- 
mersion— how  on  earth  could  they  suggest,  and  say,  here  is 
when  they  were  immersed — ^the  day  they  (adspersi)  were 
sprinkled,  when  the  storm  dashed  the  waves  against  the  little 
ship,  and  the  spray  Jlew  over  themf  But  Dr.  Graves  says  not 
this,  and  he  does  say  that.  We  say  Tertullian  here  shows  that 
in  his  day  sprinkle  was  as  readily  and  promptly  recognized  as 
baptism  as  mergo  three  times  repeated.  Nor  did  the  Doctor 
give  my  quotation  at  all !  It  is  strange  how  he  does  turn  and 
twi<^^ 

Finally,  on  lexicons  m  Latin.  You  notice  they  all,  save 
Furst,  begin  with  tingOj  or  tabhaly  and  with  immersit  generally. 
Now,  the  same  is  the  case  with  more  accurate  ones  on  bapto^ 
though  they  do  not  end  with  immerse  so  habitually.  Now. 
these  same  lexicons  on  words  that  do  properly  mean  to  im- 
merse in  Greek,  Hebrew,  Arabic,  always  begin  with  ^immersiL^ 
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On  tabhay  that  does  mean  to  immerse,  and  they  all  use  immerse 
promptly  every  place  it  occurs  in  the  Bible.  But  we  have 
eleven  encyclopedias,  all  favoring  the  one  or  two  he  quoted. 
Indef^d !  Did  he  tell  you  how  those  works  are  generally  gotten 
up?  Did  he  tell  you  an  immersionisf  wrote  that  article? 
Baptists  watch  the  water  question  all  the  time.  In  others  of 
them,  men  are  hired  to  write,  do  it  for  a  living,  turn  oft*  all 
the  matter  they  can.  We  have  never  deemed  one  of  them 
worth  looking  into  on  this  question,  where  close,  laborious 
pains  are  demanded. 

He  brings  up  the  Catholics.  Now  does  he  not  know  that 
they  have  used  that  question  most  unfairly?  I  admit  he  can 
quote  from  Bossuet  and  a  few  Catholics  of  that  stripe,  sen- 
tences favoring  his  side.    But 

1.  He  ought  to  know  that  they  wrote  those  false  statements 
solely  and  alone  to  encourage  the  fanatical  Anabaptists,  to  in- 
flame their  zeal,  animate  their  courage,  and  stimulate  their 
passions,  that  civil  war  might  desolate  England  and  Germany, 
and  give  civil  powers  the  pretense,  and  the  Pope  with  them, 
of  suppressing  and  exterminating  Protestantism.  The  Bap- 
tists boast  their  want  of  sympathy  with  Protestantisnii.  They 
avow  themselves  not  Protestants.  80  do  these  Baptist  books 
I  have  here.  ITow,  it  was  the  cunning  of  these  priests  to  urge 
on  to  extremest  excesses  these  Anabaptists,  encouraging  them 
in  many  ways,  as  they  had  no  fear  of  them,  as  the  learned  and 
steady  Presbyterians  and  Independents  were  the  parties  in 
England,  the  Lutherans  in  Germany,  that  they  dreaded.  So, 
likewise,  in  England,  in  the  civil  wars  in  the  seventeenth  cen- 
tury. Catholic  priests,  with  authority  from  Rome  in  their  boots, 
were  taken,  pretending  to  be  extremest  Independents  in 
Cromwell's  day,  so  as  to  drive  Protestants  into  every  excess, 
that  re-action  might  come  on,  and  the  Catholic  House  of 
Stuart  restored,  which  actually  did  take  place,  1660.    But 

2.  While  their  praise  is  shame,  no  intelligent  Catholic  will 
tell  you  that  they  claim  that  the  Catholic  church  asserts  the 
right  to  change  the  ordinance  in  the  sense  you  assert  it  for 
them.  Archbishop  Keqdrick,  of  Missouri  now,  whose  work 
on  baptism  I  have  examined,  urges  that  Paul,  Luke,  Mark, 
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etc.,  iu  the  New  Testament  use  baptidzo  and  its  nouns  for 
aflTusiou,  and  argue  on  it  as  M.  Stuart,  Wall,  Alford,  and 
others  do,  that  it  is  used  there  for  sprinkling  and  pouring. 
He  quotes  the  Fathers  on  through  centuries  to  the  same  pur- 
pose, from  the  earliest  reliable  ones  on.  Now  how  could  the 
Catholic  church  assert  the  right  to  change  as  you  represent 
them,  when  they  hold  sprinkling,  etc.,  to  be  apostolic  ?  Now, 
they  simply  mean  this,  the  church  holds  all  three  modes  as 
apostolic.  She  holds  that  as  immersion  became  the  mam 
mode  through  what  we  call  the  dark  ages,  she  had  the  right 
to  change  the  practice  to  affusion,  as  both  were  Scriptural  in 
her  estimation. 

So  Wall,  etc.,  held  that  either  was  Scriptural.  In  both 
volumes  here  before  us  Wall  proves  to  his  own  satisfaction 
that  baptidzo  and  its  nouns  were  used,  Hebrews  ix.  10,  Mark 
vii.  4,  8,  Luke  xi.  38 — e.  g.,  Judith  xii.  7,  Serach  xxxi.  24, 
(35,  24  English  of  Eccles.)  for  baptism  by  sprinkling,  that  it 
applied  to  affusion  as  well  as  dipping,  in  the  New  Testament. 
We  can  read  it  if  you  deny.  Now,  how  could  such  men 
believe  as  you  represent  in  the  face  of  these  facts?  It  is  true 
Wall  animadverts  on  Calvin,  and  deplores  the  small  amount 
of  water  used  in  baptizing;  but  he  proves  that  6a;7^u£^o applied 
in  the  New  Testament  to  sprinkling  most  pointedly.  It  is  true 
also  that  Wall,  as  a  zealous  churchman,  believed  that  but  for 
Presbyterian  influence,  the  mode  of  dipping  would  have  kept 
Baptists  from  leaving  the  Episcopal  church.  He  was,  as  many 
"churchmen"  were,  willing  to  compromise,  dip  still,  as  for 
centuries  they  had  done,  if  Baptists  would  agree  to  infant 
baptism,  and  so  strengthen  the  establishment  All  these 
feelings  entered  in,  with  a  goodly  hatred  of  Calvin  and  Pres- 
byterians, whose  influence  was  so  much  greater  than  that  of  Bap- 
tists'.    They  hoped  to  placate  the  Baptists,  not  Presbyterians. 

It  is  a  poor  show  to  have  to  fall  back  on  Ruch  crotchets  to 
aid  the  cause  that  is  so  dear  to  Baptists. 

Now,  sir,  we  call  your  attention  prominently  again  to.this 
point.  We  are  nearly  through  with  five  days'  debating  on 
the  mode  of  baptism.  He  told  us  the  first  day  that  it  was  a 
reproach  to  Christ,  or  to  us,  that  this  discussion  should  have 


Mode  of  Baptism.  501 

to  take  place,  as  if  discussion  did  not  exist  on  pardon,  regen- 
eration, church  government,  etc.,  as  well  as  baptism;  and 
surely  they  are  of  more  importance  in  our  eyes.  Now  we 
assert,  just  the  course  he  has  pursued  is  the  cause  of  all  this 
strife  and  trouble  on  baptism.  How  has  he  met  the  points  we 
have  brought  up?  Why,  he  tells  you  I  was  two  days  in  the 
lead.  I  knew  that,  I  was  a  whole  century  ahead  for  that 
matter.  He  has  dashed  here,  run  yonder,  and  what  has  he 
accomplished  ?  He  began  with  philology  himself,  a  solid  hour 
spent,  and  only  about  three,  if  over  two,  minutes  in  adducing 
anything  on  baptism,  three  authors,  one  a  Baptist,  two  of 
them  out  and  out  immersiouists,  that  ended  his  speech,  run- 
ning over  time,  five  minutes.  We  accepted  the  laws  of  inter- 
pretation, but  not  his  way  of  applying  by  a  great  deal.  We 
relied  on  philology,  to  settle  the  meaning  of  baptidzo  ere  we 
made  application,  just  as  workmen  dress  a  stone  all  to  the 
square,  then  fit  it  in  its  place.  We  expected  beautiful  work 
here.  But  me!  when  he  saw  my  mailed  Greeks,  a  Spartan 
band,  in  serried  ranks  bristling  along  the  whole  front  of  his 
works,  to  our  utter  surprise,  he  spiked  his  own  cannon,  and, 
with  all  his  forces,  made  the  swiftest  time  on  record  for  Jor- 
dan and  Enon.  We  soon  overtook  him  there.  He  took  his 
stand  on  en  and  as,  planted  himself  on  them.  But  he  slipped 
up  on  m,  and  lost  en  in  the  struggle.  We  showed  that  they 
settled  nothing  at  all.  JS?w  occurs  often  in  Bible  Greek,  even 
where  verbs  of  motion  occur,  where  water*  and  Jordan 
occur,  and  yet  simply  means  to,  at,  on.  Kuhner,  than  whom 
a  greater  critic  on  Greek  never  lived,  tells  us  eis  is  to 
express  "  in  the  direction  whither."  "  In  general,  ( it  is  used  ) 
to  denote  the  reaching  a  definite  limit.  Buttmann :  eis,  to,  into, 
in  answer  to  whither."  Liddell  and  Scott's  lexicon  tells  him 
its  '^  radical  signification  is  direction  towards,  motion  to,  on,  or 
into." 

Scripture  shows  this  to  be  true,  as  well  as  classic  usage. 
"  The  sons  of  the  prophets  came  eis^  to  the  Jordan  and  cut 
wood."  2  Kings  v.  4.  We  gave  a  number  of  passages  to 
show  this  fact.  Y^t  he  boldly  asserts  it  is  into,  its  primary  is 
into,  in  the  face  of  every  principle  of  the  science  of  language. 
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You  must,  to  accept  his  say  so,  shut  yourej'es  as  to  facts.  He 
appealed  to  en,  and  emphatically  declared  that  en  was  as  much 
— as  often  in  in  English  as  in  was  in  in  our  tongue.  We 
quoted  many  places.     Let  us  repeat  some : 

From  Exodus  xxix.  2,  to  Num.  xxxv.  25,  "withoil,*'  in  our 
version  occurs  forty-one  times,  "mingled  with  oil,'*  "anointed 
with  oil,"  the  words  being  interspersed  constantly  witli 
"poured  the  oil  upon,"  etc.  Yet  in  the  Greek  it  is  en  every 
time,  not  once  omitting^the  en,  en  elcUoy  "with  oil."  See  Ex. 
xxix.  2.  40 ;  Lev.  ii.  4-7 ;  ix.  4 ;  xiv.  10,  etc.;  Num.  vi.  15 ;  vii. 
13, 19,  25,  31,  37,  43  49,  55,  61,  67,  73,  79;  xv.  4,  6,  9;  xxviii. 
5,  9,  12,  13,  20,  28 ;  xxxv,  25,  "anointed  with  the  holy  oil," 
the  high  priest  This  is  enough.  Not  once  do  I  find  it  ex- 
pressed even  by  the  simple  elaioy  as  we  might  expect,  yet  ever}* 
time  it  is  en  "with."  This  forever  settles  the  fact,  that  while 
en,  expressive  of  locality  is  often  equivalent  to  our  in,  by,  at, 
yet  whenever  it  indicates  instrumentality,  it  is  always  with. 
But  all  agree  that  in  the  washing  and  "baptizing  with 
water,"  "with  the  Holy  Spirit,"  locality  is  not  thought  of  or 
expressed  at  all,  but  instrumentality.  We  not  only  see,  then, 
that  en  is  perfectly  consistent  with  affusion,  as  the  pK>uring  oil 
forty-one  times  consecutively  shows,  and  Ezekiel  kept  it  up 
(en),  but  points  to  affusion  emphatically. 

So  likewise  in  cleansing  a  house,  sprinkling  it  entohamiatiy 
with  the  blood  of  the  bird,  and  en  to  hudaiijWith  the  water,  etc. 
People  were  fed  in  the  cave  (en)  with  bread  and  water.  We 
could  cite  hundreds  of  examples.  We  showed  all  this,  hence 
of  course  his  argument  was  utterly  destroyed.  He  had,  as  yet 
proved  nothing  at  all.  His  wild  dash  at  dative  of  wherein  and 
where.  Why,  what  had  that  use  of  the  dative  to  do  here  ?  It 
was  not  a  question  where  was  the  Spirit  of  the  fire  with  which 
Christ  was  to  baptize  the  people?  nor,  where  was  the  water  ? 
for  he  had  told  us  where  were  the  places  of  baptism.  It  wa^ 
solely  of  these  elements  as  the  means — the  instrumentality  of 
their  baptism — toith  water,  with  the  Spirit,  with  fire  they  were 
to  be  baptized.  Even  if  it  had  been  location  it  served  not  bis 
cause.  People  stood  still  in  Jordan,  "c;ame  up  outof  Jordaiii," 
— that  implied  that  they  went  eis,  into,  Jordan,  were  "in  the 


Mode  of  Baptism.  503 

midst  of  Jordan."  Joshua  iii.  8,  iv.  8,  16-21,  and  Elijah,  dwelt 
in  tlie  brook."  Cases  of  this  kind  are  numerous.  Hence  noth- 
ing is  as  3'et  proved.  He  went  to  Romans  vi.  4,  assuming  that 
it  was  water  baptism.  We  showed  it  was  not.  He  relied 
wholly  on  the  word  bury.  We  showed  it  was  a  spiritual  burial 
into  death  to  sin — a  strong  term  indicating  entire  death  to  sin 
We  showed  that  the  term  in  Greek  and  English  is  used  in 
Jeremiah,  xxii.  19,  "buried  with  be  burial  of  an  ass" — where 
the  party  was  left  above  ground — no  covering  up,  no  inter- 
ment. Hence  it  proved  nothing.  He  fell  back  on  the  word 
plant.  We  showed  that  it  was  never  used  in  Scripture  for 
intermerUy  or  covering  up,  the  Greek  term.  It  applied  to  plant- 
ing trees,  vineyards,  engrafting  together,  to  be  born  together. 
Hence  it  was  a  beautiful  allusion  to  our  being  engrafted  to- 
gether in  the  death  of  Jesus — which  was  crucifixion,  not  a 
death  under  the  water — and  hence,  by  this  we  are 
crucified  with  Christ — always  delivered  eis  into  death,  2  Cor. 
iv.  10-12. 

Failing  on  all  points,  the  Doctor  waxed  desperate  with  imag- 
ination, and  struck  wildly  in  the  air,  hoping  an  awkward,  aim- 
less lick  would  do  more  execution  than  studied  blows.  He 
attacked  Furst,Ewing,  lexical  authorities,  and  made  an  assault 
on  my  use  of  classic  Greek  in  one,  as  to  dip.  But  he  failed 
here  badly.  As  to  attacking  the  centre  of  my  position,  he 
never  even  made  di  feint  that  way. 

Meantime  we  made — unchecked — our  entire  philological 
argnment  from  beginning  to  end  on  Greek,  as  to  baptidzo, 
1.  The  lexicons — all  with  us,  2.  Immersionist  authorities  of 
highest  repute,  all  bore  down  on  the  immersion  theory  with 
crushing  weight,  that  fearful  record  of  devastating  facts  he  has 
never  noticed.  3.  We  appealed  to  the  classic  use  and  it  perfdcti y 
established  sprinkle  as  the  primary  meaning  of  baptidzo,  4.  We 
appealed  to  the  laws  and  principles  of  language,  by  the  laws 
established  to  find  derivatives  and  primitives^  and  they  with  in- 
fallible certainty,  pointed  out  and  demonstrated  sprinkle  as 
the  primary  meaning  of  baptidzo.  These  facts  he  has  passed 
by  in  silence.  We  turned  to  the  ancient  Versions.  These 
have  been  used  by  immeraionists  with  great  force  and  perpis^ 


504  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

tent  zeal,  but  we  showed  they  had  used  them  as  they  had  the 
lexicons.  They  sustained  affusion  with  one  voice  from  apos- 
tolic times  to  the  sixteenth  century.  Their  voice  was  one 
unanimous  and  emphatic  assertion  of  affusion  as  the  only  apos- 
tolic practice.  There  was  no  uncertainty  in  the  sound.  It 
was  not  involved  in  any  kind  of  doubt.     It  was  emphatic. 

We  turned  to  the  Hebrew.  1.  The  lexicons  were  a  unit  for 
us.  They  at  once  ranged  themselves  along  with  the  Greek 
and  Syriac  lexicons.  2.  We  appealed  to  the  original  text, 
'•  the  ultimate  authority  ;"  and  like  the  Greek,  it  sustained  the 
utmost  of  the  lexicons.  3.  We  appealed  to  the  root,  the 
stem  syllable,  that  gives  the  tone,  is  the  key  to  the  primary 
and  fundamental  signification  of  the  word.     It  was  sprinkle. 

We  appealed  to  the  Greek  Fathers,  Origen,  Irenseus,  Basil, 
Hippolytiis,  Euthymus,  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  all,  all  sus- 
tained sprinkling  as  baptism.  They  supported  pouring  water 
on  objects  as  modes  of  baptism.  We  turned  to  Tertullian, 
Cyprian,  Jerome,  Julianus,  Augustine,  they  all  supported  affu- 
sion for  baptism. 

We  presented  the  Laver,  we  gave  its  history,  dimensions, 
height,  uses,  laws,  all  from  the  Bible.  We  showed  that  for 
fifteen  hundred  years  every  Jew  baptized  himself.  It  was  a 
telling  record.  It  goes  to  mankind  in  this  great  debate.  It 
was  a  record  for  affusion  all  the  way  through.  Any  one  of 
the  arguments  we  have  adduced  defeats  the  Doctor's  proposi- 
tion, lie  has  not  met  a  single  one  of  our  arguments.  We 
appeal  to  the  record.  How  crushing,  then,  how  grinding,  yea, 
grinds  to  powder  and  thinnest  dust,  all  his  arguments,  unearths 
every  position  in  which  he  hid,  and  leaves  him  to  the  pitiless 
force  of  inexorable  logic  and  the  crushing  weight  of  invincible 
truth. 

He  attacked  Purst,  the  great  German  Rabbi,  the  pride  and 
glory  of  Jewish  scholarship,  andLeigh,  of  Leipsic,  with  a  bit- 
terness not  becoming  the  Doctor's  reputation.  If  the  Doctor 
prefers  to  live  in  the  learning  of  the  dark  ages,  or  in  its  mere 
twilight,  when  the  grammars,  and  lexicons  and  helps  to  learn- 
ing were  crude  and  full  of  defects,  he  can  do  so;  but  to  ?o 
bitterly  assail  those  great  thinkers  who  press  on  into  newer 
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and  grander  fields,  is  not  the  better  course.  We  tell  him  now, 
immersion  will  go  to  the  wall.  It  is  doomed.  The  facts  are 
all  with  us,  and  all  the  world  cannot  meet  them.  It  is  only  a 
question  of  time. 

On  the  contrary,  he  clung  to  Liddell  and  Scott  as  death  to 
its  victim.  They  took  him  under  special  charge.  Anthon, 
the  immersionist  Episcopalian,  and  Drisler  worked  up  the  case, 
they  threw  "pour  upon"  out.  It  is  good  now.  No,  they  throw 
"  pour"  out  of  his  definition  of  luo,  full  brother  of  baptldzo. 
Now  it  will  do.  No,  "  dip  repeatedly"  as  a  first  meaning 
won't  do.  Out  it  goes.  Now  we  can  rest.  No,  no ;  no  im- 
merse in  it  yet.  We  must  have  that  in.  So  they  change  it, 
again.  And  so  they  keep  on  tinkering  at  it  from  year  to  year. 
It  shows  how  one-sided,  short-sighted  their  leaders  are,  and 
how  hard  to  get  right  even  from  their  own  stand-point.  Dr. 
Graves  has  tried  hard  to  invalidate  the  Syriac  version  also. 

But  here  again  he  failed.  1.  We  quoted  Drs.  Judd,  and  J. 
R.  Graves,  and  Gale,  three  distinguished  Baptists,  squarely 
against  our  opponent.  2.  We  quoted  Origen,  and  the  whole 
Oriental  church  against  him,  where  not  a  single  argument  can 
be  brought  against  its  apostolicity,  but  masses  can  be  for  it. 
3.  We  quoted  a  host  of  the  greatest  Oriental  scholars,  immer- 
sionists  and  all,  who  hold  that  it  was  made  in  the  apostolic 
age,  so  early,  too,  that  the  three  or  four  last  books  written, 
Revelation  and  Jude — e.  g.,  being  written  after  the  Syriac 
version  was  made,  were  not  in  the  old  Syriac  canon.  It  is 
with  these  massive  volumes  of  truth  that  we  go  before  the 
world,  and  challenge  their  respect  for  the  mode  we  prefer, 
because  it  alone  is  apostolic. — [Time  out 
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DR.  GRAVES'  NINETEENTH,  CLOSING  SPEECH. 

Mr  President. — ^I  concluded  my  last  speech  with  the  testi- 
mony of  the  standard  historians  of  the  Lutheran  church.  I 
will  now  continue  with  those  of  the  Presbyterian  church,  the 
Congregational,  and  the  Methodist,  with  the  admissions  of 
the  most  learned  scholars  and  commentators  of  these  denomi- 
nations, and  conclude  my  argument  with  the  important  testi- 
•  mony  of  the  cyclopedias,  when  my  proof  will  all  be  before 
you,  and  a  brief  summary  of  my  argument  will  close  the  dis- 
cussion of  this  proposition  on  my  ))art.  It  is  by  facts,  and  not 
by  declamation,  or  assertions,  that  this  question  must  be 
settled. 

Testimony  of  the  Historians  of  the  Presbyterian  Churoh. 

J.   G.  Altman  (1697-1758),  a  Swiss   historian  and  divine, 

also  professor  of  moral  philosophy  and  Greek  at  Berne,  says: 

"  In  the  primitive  church  persons  to  be  baptized  were  not  sprinkled, 
but  entirely  immersed  in  water,  which  was  performed  aoeoiding  to  the 
example  of  John  the  Baptist." — On  1  Cor.  xv.  29,  sec  8. 

Dr.  Philip  Schaft*  Ph.  D.,  born  1819,  educated  at  the  Uni- 

versities  of  Zubingen,  Halle  and  Berlin,  professor  of  theology 

at  Mercersburg,  Penn.,  author  of  History  of  the  Apostolic 

Church,  History  of  the   Christian  Church  of  the  First  Six 

Centuries,  and  about  a  dozen  other  works  of  much  value, 

says : 

A'  The  usual  form  (in  the  apostolic  church)  of  the  act  was  immerskm,  as 
yls  plain  from  the  original  meaning  of  the  Greek,  bapiuHn  and  bopHMmo^," 
I  *'  Immersion,  and  not  sprinkling,  was  unquestionably  the  original,  nor- 
I  mal  form  (of  baptism).  This  is  shown  by  the  very  meaning  of  the  Greek 
word  baptidzoy  baptitma^  and  the  analagy  of  the  baptism  of  John,  whkdi 
[was  performed  in  the  Jordan  (m),  Matt.  iii.  6,  compare  with  16,  also,  m  Um 
Jordanen  (into  the  Jordan),  Mark  i,  9;  ftuthermore,  by  the  New  Testa- 
ment comparisons  of  baptism  with  the  passage  through  the  Bed  Sea,  1 
Cor.  X.  2.  with  the  flood,  1  Peter  ii,  21,  with  a  bath,  E|)h.  v,  38,  Titus  iii, 
5,  with  a  burial  and  resurrection,  Rom.  vi,  4,  Col.  11.  12;  finally,  by  tlie 
general  usage  of  ecclesiastical  antiquity,  which  was  aiwayt  immermtm^  m  it 
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is  to  this  day  in  the  Orientali  and  also  in  the  Gr»oo-Bussiau  churches, 
pouring  and  epinkling  being  substituted  only  in  cases  of  urgent  necessity, 
jEfuch  as  sickness  and  approaching  death.— Hist  Ax>oe.  Ch..  n.  568. 

J.  A.  Turretin  (1671-1787(,  professor  of  Church  History  at 

Qeneva,  and  who  published  five  vols,  on  church  history,  says: 

"  And  indeed  baptism  was  performed  in  that  age  and  in  those  coun- 
tries by  immersion  of  the  whole  body  into  water."— Com.  on  Bom.  vi.  3, 4. 

P.  A.  Limborch,  a  scholar  of  note  and  professor  of  theology 
in  the  University  of  Amsterdam,  (1670),  author  of  complete 
system  of  Divinity,  History  of  the  Inquisition,  Commenta- 
tor, etc.,  says : 

"  Baptism,  then,  consists  in  washing  or  rather  immersing  the  whole 
body  into  water,  as  was  customary  in  the  primitive  times."— Syst  Div., 
8,  v.,  ch.  zxvii.,  sec.  1,  onKom.  vL  4. 

"  The  apostle  alludes  to  the  manner  of  baptizing,  not  as  practiced  at  this 
day,  which  is  performed  by  sprinkling  of  water,  but  as  administered  of 
old  in  the  primitive  church,  by  immersing  the  whole  body  in  water,  a 
short  continuance  in  the  water,  and  a  speedy  emersion  out  of  the  water. . 
.  .  .  Baptism  is  a  figure  and  mark  of  our  spiritual  burial,  for  by  that  im- 
meraion  into  water,  and  continuance  under  the  water,  which  represents  a 
burial,  baptized  persons  express  their  being  buried  to  sin. — Com.  Kom. 
vL  4. 

Let  all  notice  that  what  Stokius  means  by  ^^'formerlyy^  is  what 
all  other  Historians  mean  by  "of  old,"  "anciently,"  "in  the 
primitive  church,'*  and  not  as  Eld.  D.  may  claim,  a  few  hundred 
years  ago. 

F.  Spauheim,  a  scholar,  and  author  of  a  work  on  Church 
History,  who  died  1701,  says: 

''  This  rite  of  immersing  and  of  bringing  out  of  the  baptismal  waters  was 
common  and  promiscuous  in  the  apostolic  age,  hence  the  apostle  alludes 
to  it  as  a  rite  common  to  all  Christians.  Bom.  vi.  4,  CoL  ii,  12.''— Disput. 
De  Bap.  pro.  Martins  p.  16. 

**  To  be  baptized  is  denominated  by  Paul  a  being  buried,  according  to 
the  ancient  manner  of  baptizing ;  for  immersion  is  a  kind  of  burial  and 
emersion,  a  resurrection,  to  which  the  apostle  alludes  Col.  ii.  12.  80  Christ 
being  baptized,  went  up  out  of  the  water,  Matt,  ill,  16.  The  same  is  related 
concerning  the  Ethiopian  eunuch,  Acts  viiL  38."— DubiorumEvang.,  Pt. 
iii.  dub.  xxiv.  sec.  2. 

"In  the  primitive  church  Inunediately  subsequent  to  the  age  of  the 
i^KWtles,  thlB  (immersion)  was  undeniably  the  common  mode  of  baptism. 
llie  utmost  that  can  be  said  of  sprinkling  in  that  early  period  is,  that  it 
was,  in  a  case  of  necessity,permitted  as  an  exception  to  a  general  rule. 
This  foot  is  so  well  established  that  it  were  needless  to  adduce  authorities 
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in  proof  of  it  .  .  .  It  is  a  great  mistake  to  suppose  that  baptism  by  im- 
mersion was  discontinued  when  infant  baptism  became  generally  pie- 
valent ;  the  practice  of  Immersion  continued  even  unto  the  thirteenth  or 
fourteenth  century.  Indeed,  it  has  never  been  formally  abandoned,  but 
is  stiU  the  mode  of  administering  baptism  in  the  Greek  church  and  in 
several  of  the  Eastern  churches. '' 

**  The  first  baptistery  or  place  appointed  to  baptism  of  which  any  men- 
tion ia  made,  occurs  in  a  biography  of  the  fourth  century,  and  this  was 
prepared  in  a  private  house." — Ancient  Christ.  Ex.,  ch.  xix.,  see.  10. 

Testimony  of  the  Historians  of  the  Congregational  Church. 

Dr.  James  Murdoch  (1776-1856),  a  graduate  of  Yale  College, 
professor  of  languages  in  the  University  of  Vermont,  also  of  rhet- 
oric and  Church  history  in  the  Theological  Seminary  of  An- 
dover,  and  author  of  many  valuable  works  and  translations  of 
various  books  from  other  languages,  says . 

**  The  baptisteries  were  properly  buildings  adjacent  to  the  churches,  in 
which  the  catechumens  were  instructed,  and  Where  were  a  sort  of  cisterns 
into  wliich  water  was  let  at  the  time  of  baptism,  and  in  wliich  the  candi- 
dates were  baptized  by  immersion." — Ecd.  Hist,  vol.  i.  p<  281.    Xote  Id. 

The  recent  testimony  of  Prof.  Paine,  of  the  Bangor  Theo- 
logical Seminary,  I  gave  in  opening  my  historical  argument, 
to  which  the  reader  is  referred. 

Testimony  of  the  Historians  of  the  IMethodist  Church. 

Methodists  are  tuUy  committed  to  the  testimony  of  Mosheim, 
the  great  Lutheran  Historian,  since  his  history  has  been  re- 
published in  this  country  for  years  by  their  Book  Concerns, 
and  it  is  made  the  historical  text-book  for  their  young  minis- 
ters. Mosheim,  we  have  seen,  says,  without  qualification, 
that  in  the  first  and  second  centuries  baptism  was  adminis- 
tered by  the  apostolic  and  primitive  churches  by  a  total  im- 
mersion of  the  believer  in  water.  Sprinkling,  with  infant 
baptism,  salt,  chrism,  the  cross,  sponsors,  etc.,  that  crept  in  in 
the  third  and  fourth  centuries,  were  innovations. 

Gregory  &  Ruter's  history  appeared  in  1833.  Martin  Ra- 
ter was  the  President  of  Augusta  College. 

First  Century.  '*Theinitiatory  rite  of  baptism  was  usually  performed 
by  immersing  the  whole  body  in  the  baptismal  font,  and  In  Uie  eaiUcr 
periods  of  Christianity  was  permitted  to  all  who  acknowledged  the  tmtiis 
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of  the  Qoepel,  and  promised  conformity  to  its  laws."— Gregory  &  Ru- 
ter's  Cliurch  EUstory,  p.  34. 

Second  Century.  "Baptism  was  publicly  performed  twice  a  year. 
The  catechumens  (or  probationers  for  baptism)  assembled  in  the  church 
on  the  great  festivals  of  Easter  and  Whitsuntide ;  and  after  a  public  declar- 
ation of  their  faith,  and  a  solemn  assurance  from  their  sponsors  that  it 
was  their  intention  to  live  conformably  to  the  Qospel,  they  received  the 
sacrament  of  baptism.  This  rite  was  performed  by  three  immersions,  and 
the  body  was  divested  of  clothes.  In  order  to  preserve  decency  in  the 
operation,  the  baptismal  font  of  the  women  was  separated  from  that  of 
the  men,  and  they  were  as  much  as  possible  attended  by  the  deaconesses 
of  the  church.  Baptism  by  aspersion  was  permitted  to  the  sick ;  and  in 
cases  where  a  sufficient  quantity  of  water  for  immersion  could  not  be  pro- 
cured. The  sign  of  the  cross  was  made  use  of  in  this  rite ;  and  a  solemn 
prayer  was  uttered  on  consecrating  the  baptismal  water.  Ck>nfirmation 
immediately  succeeded  the  performance  of  this  rite.'' — Gregoiy  &  Buter's 
Church  history,  p.  53. 

The  reader  will  notice  that  the  single  immersion  was  the 
only  act  known  in  the  first  century,  and  that  trine  immersion, 
practiced  by  those  churches  that  were  lapsing  into  the  apos- 
tasy, came  with  other  and  manifold  innovations,  and  Tertul- 
lian  confesses  it  was  more  than  the  Scriptures  required. 

An  abridgment  of  this  history  was  published  in  1840  by  the 
Northern  Book  Concern,  New  York,  under  the  name  of  Ru- 
ter's  Church  History,  which  continues  to  be  one  of  the  Socie- 
ty's standard  publications.  Now,  all  mention  of  how  baptism 
was  administered  in  the  first  century  is  suppressed!     Why? 

Under  the  second  century  I  find  this : 

*'  Baptism  was  publicly  performed  twice  a  year.  The  candidates  for 
this  ordinance  assembled  in  the  church  on  the  festivals  of  Easter  and 
Whitsuntide;  and  after  a  solemn  declaration  of  their  faith,  and  an  assur- 
ance that  they  renounced  the  pomp  and  vanities  of  the  world,  and  that  they 
were  determined  to  live  conformably  to  the  Gospel,  they  received  the 
sacrament  of  baptism.  This  rite  was  administered  without  the  public 
assemblies,  in  places  prepared  for  the  purpose,  and  was  x>erformed  by  an 
immersion  of  the  whole  body  in  the  baptismal  font  (Mosheim's  Eccl. 
Hist)  It  was  also  performed  by  aspersion  or  sprinkling.  The  sign  of  the 
cross  was  made  use  of  in  this  rite,  and  a  solemn  prayer  was  uttered  on 
consecratingthe  baptismal  water.''— Buter's  Church  History,  p  41. 

It  will  be  seen  that  authority  is  given  for  the  practice  oi 
immersion,  but  none  for  the  unwarranted  assertion  that  it  was 
also  performed  by  aspersion  or  sprinkling.  I3ut  this  act  orig- 
inated with  those  who  invented  **  signing  with  the  cross," 
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"consecrating    the    baptismal    water,"     ** sponsors,"    "god- 
fathers," which  Rater  admits  were  haman  inventions. 

Argument  from  the  Testimony  of  Cyolopadiat. 

I  now  produce  a  body  of  uusectariau  witnesses,  the  encyclo- 
pedists. Religions  cyclopedists  I  will  reject,  for  they  are  secta- 
rian, and  therefore  liable  to  be  prejudiced.  Literary  and  scien- 
tific, or  national,  cyclopedias  are  more  likely  to  be  unbiased  by 
partisan  zeal.  What  do  they  say  of  the  meaning  of  frop^iiizo  and 
the  practice  of  the  primitive  churches? 

1.  The  Edinburgh  Encyclopedia  says: 

"In  the  time  of  the  apostles  the  form  of  baptism  was  very  simple. 
The  person  to  be  baptized  was  dipped  in  a  river  or  vessel,  with  the  wardt 
wtiieh  Ciirist  had  ordained,  and,  to  express  more  fully  his  change  of  char- 
acter, generally  assumed  a  new  name.'' 

*'It  was  not  till  1311  that  the  legislature  in  a  council  held  at  Ravenna, 
declared  immersion  or  sprinkling  to  be  indifferent"  ''In  this  countiy 
(Scotland),  however,  sprinkling  was  never  practiced  in  ordinary  cases 
before  the  Reformation.  From  Scotland  it  made  its  way  into  England, 
in  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  but  was  not  authorized  by  the  established  church. 
In  the  Assembly  of  Divines,  held  at  Westminster  in  1643,  it  was  keenly 
debated  whether  immersion  or  sprinkling  should  be  adopted ;  twenty-five 
voted  for  sprinkling,  and  twenty-four  voted  for  inrniersion ;  and  even  that 
small  majority  was  attained  at  the  earnest  request  of  Dr.  Lightfoot,  who 
had  acquired  great  influence  in  the  Assembly." 

Speaking  of  ancient  baptisteries,  it  says : 

"  Baptistery,  in  ecclesiastical  writers,  a  place  in  which  the  ceremony  of 
baptism  is  performed."  '*  Baptisteries  were  anciently  very  ci^tackMis; 
because,  as  Dr.  Ck>te  observes,  the  stated  times  of  baptism  retoming  but 
seldom,  there  were  usually  great  multitudes  to  be  baptized  at  the  same 
time,  and  then,  the  manner  of  baptizing  by  inmiersion,  or  dipping  under 
water,  made  it  necessary  to  have  a  large  font  likewise." 

2.  Brand's  Cyclopedia  says : 

"  Baptism  (Greek,  bapiOj  I  dip),  was  originally  administered  hjf  immerwm^ 
which  act  is  thought  by  some  necessary  to  the  sacrament" 

3.  Chamber's  Cyclopedia  says : 

*' Baptism,  in  theology  formed  firom  the  Greek  baptidwo^  or  hapto^  ^^^P^ 
or  plunge."  '*  Some  are  of  opiniou  that  sprinkling,  in  baptiam,  was  began 
in  cold  countries.  It  %oa»  introduced  into  England  <tbout  the  beginning  of  the 
ninth  century J^ 

4.  National  Cyclopedia :  "  The  manner  in  which  the  rite 
was  performed  appears  to  have  been  at  first  by  complete  im* 
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mersion."  In  regard  to  the  early  custom  of  the  English 
church,  it  says :  "  It  was  the  practice  of  the  English^  from  the 
beginning,  to  immerse  the  whole  body." 

5.  The  Encyclopedia  Britannica  describes  the  process  of 

changing  from  the  primitive  custom.     It  says : 

"  Several  of  our  Protestant  divines,  flying  into  Germany  and  Switzer- 
land during  the  bloody  reign  of  Queen  Mary,  and  returing  home  when 
Queen  Elizabeth  came  to  the  crown,  brought  back  with  them  a  great  zeal 
for  the  Protestant  churches  beyond  the  sea,  where  they  had  been  sheltered 
and  received ;  and  having  observed  that  at  Qeneva,  and  other  places,  bap- 
tism was  administered  by  sprinkling,  they  thought  they  could  not  do  the 
church  of  England  a  greater  service  than  by  introducing  a  practice  dic- 
tated by  so  great  an  authority  as  Calvin.'' 

6.  Rees'  Cyclopedia  says  of  baptism:  "In  primitive  times  this  cere- 
mony was  performed  by  immersion.' 

7.  Penny  Cyclopedia.—"  The  manner  in  which  it  was  performed  appears 
to  have  been  at  first  by  immersion." 

8.  Encyclopedia  Metropolitan.— "  We  readily  admit  that  the  literal 
meaning  of  the  word  baptism  is  immersion,  and  that  the  desire  of  resort- 
ing again  to  the  most  ancient  practice  of  the  church,  of  immersing  the 
body,  which  has  been  expressed  by  many  divines,  la  well  worthy  of  being 
considered." 

9.  Enoydopedia  Americana.— "  Baptism  (that  is,  dipping,  immersing, 
from  the  Greek  baptinUo),  was  usual  with  ttie  Jews  even  before  Christ." 
"  In  the  time  of  the  aposUes,  the  form  of  baptism  was  very  simple.  The 
person  to  be  baptized  was  dipped  in  a  river  or  vessel  with  the  words  which 
Christ  had  ordered,  and  to  express  more  fUlly  his  change  of  character, 
generally  adopted  a  new  name." 

10.  The  Encyclopedia  Ecclesiastica  says : 

'Whatever  weight,  however,  may  be  in  these  reasons,  as  a  defence  for 
the  present  practice  of  sprinkling,  it  is  evident  that  during  the  first  ages 
oi  the  church,  and  for  many  centuries  afterward,  the  practice  of  immer- 
don  prevailed." 

Here  is  the  testimony  of  ten  literary  and  historic  standards, 
the  ablest  and  most  trustworthy  in  our  language.  They  were 
not  written  for  sectarian  purposes,  to  defend  anybody's  dogma, 
nor  in  the  interest  of  any  party  or  sect,  but  as  scientific, 
literary  and  historic  standards  for  all  classes,  parties  and 
peoples,  aiming  only  at  facts,  truth.  They  all  agree  as  to  the 
practice  of  the  apostolic  church,  corroborating  just  what  all 
the  dictionaries  assert,  that  baptism  was  immersion.  They 
also  tell  ns  that  sprinkling  was  gradually  introduced,  first  in 
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the  case  of  the  sick  who  could  not  leave  their  beds,  and  that 
in  from  one  thousand  to  thirteen  hundred  years  after  Christ, 
it  came  into  general  use  in  Germany,  France  and  Great 
Britain.  Can  we  rely  upon  their  testimony?  If  not,  upon 
whose  testimony  can  we  rely?  Ought  not  their  testimony 
alone  to  be  conclusive  ? 

Argument  from  the  Testimony  of  the  Most  Eminent  Pedobaptittt. 

Beckman. — "  Baptism,  according  to  the  force  of  its  etymology,  is  im- 
mersion, and  washing,  or  dipping." — Exercit.  TheoL,  Exercit  xvii. 

BucANUS. — ''  Baptism,  that  is,  immersion,  dipping,  and,  by  consequence, 
washing.  Baptistery,  a  vat,  or  large  vessel  of  wood,  or  stone,  in  which  we 
are  immersed,  for  the  sake  of  waslimg.  Baptist,  one  that  immerses,  or 
dips." — Inst.  TheoL,  loc.  xlvii.,  quaes,  i. 

Zanchy — ^^Baptism  is  a  Greek  word,  and  signifies  two  things;  first, 
and  properly.  It  signifies  inmiersion  in  water,  for  the  proper  signification 
of  bapiidzo  is  to  immerse,  to  plunge  under,  to  overwhelm  in  water." — Opera 
tom.  vi. 

ViTRixGA — "The  act  of  baptizing  is  the  immersion  of  believers  in 
water.  This  expresses  the  force  of  the  word." — ^Aphor.  Sane.  Theol. 
Apho.  8^4. 

HospiNiAN — "Christ  commanded  us  to  be  baptized,  by  which  word  it  is 
certain  immersion  is  signified." — Hist.  Sacr.  b.  11.  c  1.  p.  30. 

Vossius — ^^Baptidzein^  to  baptize,  signifies  to  plunge.  It  certainly  signi- 
fies more  than  epipoladzUn^^^  etc.— Dispu  de  Bap.  Disp.  1.  thes  i.  Also,  bap- 
tism "  is  done  by  a  trine  immersion  " 

"That  the  apostles  immersed  when  they  baptized  there  is  no  doubt" 
— Disp.on  Bap.DLs.  i.  §  6. 

Magdeburg  Centuriators — "The  word  bapHdzo^  to  baptize,  which 
signifies  immersion  into  water,  proves  that  the  administrator  of  baptism 
immersed,  or  washed,  the  persons  baptized  in  water  " — Cent  i.  b.  ii.  c  iv. 

Ikenius — "The  Greek  word  baptismos  denotes  the  immersion  of  a  thing, 
or  a  person,  into  something,  either  with  a  view  to  expiation,  or  for  wash- 
ing and  cleansing  "— Disser.  Philol.  Theol.  Disser.  xix, 

Deylingius — "  The  word  baptizesihai^  as  used  by  Greek  authors,  signi- 
fies immersion  and  overwhelming  Thus  we  read  in  Plutarch  (hnptiton 
seauton  eis  thnlasBan)^  Dip  yourself  in  the  sea,  like  as  Naaman  (in  2  Kings 
V.  14)  who  baptized  himself  seven  times  in  Jordan,  which  was  an  immer- 
sion of  the  whole  body.    So  Strabo." — Obs.  Sac.  imitb  iii.  obs  sec.  2. 

Gurtlerus — "To  baptize,  among  the  Greeks,  is  undoubtedly  to  im- 
merse, to  dip ;  and  baptism  is  immersion,  dipping.  -  -  -  The  thing  oom- 
mandcHl  by  our  Lord  is  baptism — immersion  in  water." — ^Inst  Theo.  cap. 
xxxiii.  Heo.,  lOS-115. 
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Reiskius. — "To  be  baptized  signifies,  in  its  primary  sense,  to  be  im- 
naereed." 

Bishop  Bossuet. — **  To  baptize  signifies  to  plunge,  as  is  granted  by  all 
tlie  world/'  "It  is  certain  that  St.  John  the  Baptist  baptized  no  other 
way  than  by  dipping — and  his  example  shows  that  to  baptize  a  great 
number  of  people,  those  places  were  chosen  where  there  was  a  great  deal 
of  water." — See  Stennett's  Answer  to  Russen,  p.  174. 

WaIuEUS. — "  The  external  form  of  baptism  is  immersion  into  water,  in 
the  name  of  the  Father,  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  "—Enchlridium 
p.  425. 

-Dionysius   Petavius,  speaking  of  the   church's   pretended 

power  to  alter  or  to  impose,  says  : 

**And  indeed  immersion  is  properly  styled  hapUsmoB^  though  at  present 
we  content  ourselves  with  pouring  water  on  the  head,  which  in  Greek  is 
called p«/iVAM«w." — Dogm.JTheol.  1.  iii.,  depeni.,  cap.  i.,  see.  11. 

Cattexburgh.— "  In  baptism  the  whole  body  is  ordered  to  be  im- 
mersed."— Spicil.  Theol.,  1.  iv.,  c.  Ixiv.,  sec.  ii.,  22. 

This  is  what  I  maintain.  If  baptidzo  signifies  to  sprinkle 
upon,  then  the  whole  body  is  to  be  sprinkled  or  poured  upon, 
and  not  the  head  or  face  only. 

BuDDEUS — "The  words  haptidzein  and  baptismoB  are  not  to  be  Interpreted 
of  aspersion,  but  alwaysof  immersion." — ^Theol.  Dogm.  1.  v.,  c.  i.,  sec.  6. 

Bishop  Taylor  teaches  that  Scriptural  baptism  is  "  not  sprink- 
ling, but  immersion,  in  pursuance  of  the  sense  of  the  word  in 
the  commandment  and  the  example  of  oui  blessed  Savior." 

Tyndale. — "  The  plunging  into  water  signifleth  that  we  die  and  are 
buried  with  Christ,  as  concerning  the  olde  life  of  sinne,  which  is  Adam : 
and  the  pullinii:  out  againc  signifleth  that  we  rise  againe  with  Christ  in  a 
newe  life."— Obe.  of  a  Chris.  Man,  p.  143,  edi.  1671. 

Selden. — "In  England  of  late  years  I  ever  thought  the  parson  baptized 
his  own  Angers  rather  than  the  child." — Works,  vol.  vi.  col.  2008. 

Db.  Owen — "The  original  and  natural  signification  of  the  word  baptidzo 
imports  to  dip,  to  plunge,  to  dye." — In  Dr.  Ridgeley's  Bod.  Div.,  ques. 
dxvi. 

Db.  Whitby — "Baptism,  therefore,  is  to  be  performed  not  by  sprink- 
ling, but  by  washing  the  body." — Com.  on  Matt  iii.  16. 

Db.  Pobsox — "  The  Baptists  have  the  advantage  of  us.  Baptidzo  signi- 
fies a  total  immersion."  (The  substance  of  a  conversation  with  Dr.  New- 
man.)   See  Dr.  N.  on  Baptism,  p.  20. 

Esnus  (Roman  Catholic  and  Chancellor  of  the  University  of  Douay).— 
"The  immersion  and  emersion  performed  in  baptism  are  a  kind  of  repre- 
sentation of  death  and  resurrection." — Com,  on  the  Epis.,  on  1  Cor.  xv.29. 

Abnoldi  (Roman  Catholic).— "BAPTlDZErNV  tn  imfntrr»c^  to  submerge.  It 
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waa,  as  being  ao  entire  submersion  ander  the  water,  since  washings  were 
already  a  confession  of  impurity  and  a  sjrmbol  of  purification,  theconfesBion 
of  entire  impurity  and  a  symbol  of  entire  purification.'' — Com.  on  Matt 
iU.  6. 

G.  Bird — "  It  can  scarcely  b?  disputed  that  immersion  of  adults  is  the 
only  form  of  baptism  of  which  we  find  any  traces  in  the  Scriptares." — On 
the  Angl.  Church,  p.  69 

SHOL2S—**  Baptism  consists  in  the  immersion  of  the  ^Kiiole  body  In 
water  — On  Matt  iii,  6 

Frit^^che—'*  That  baptism  was  performed,  not  by  sprinkling,  bat  by 
immersion,  is  evident  not  only  from  the  nature  of  the  word,  but  finom 
Rom.  vi.  4."— Com.,  on  Matt  iii.  6. 

r^'^uousTi — **The  word  *  baptism '  according  to  etymolog}/  and  uBogt^  signi* 
^es  to  immerse,  submerge,''  etc. 

Rheinhard — *^  In  sprinkling,  the  symbolical  meaning  of  the  ordlbance 
is  wholly  lost"— Ethics,  vol.  v.,  p.  79. 

Dr.  Chalmers — **The  original  meaning  of  the  word  baptism  is  immer- 
^on." — Lect  on  Bom.  vi,  4. 

Meyer— '^Immersion,  which  the  word  in  classic  Greek,  and  in  the 
Tew  Testament,  everywhere  means.' — Com.  on  N.  T.,  on  Mark  viL  4. 

^LfiHAUSEN — 'The  elements  of  repentance  and  regeneration,  united  in 
the  sacrament  of  baptism,  and  prefigured  by  immersion  and  emersiontsee 
Com,  at  Bom,  vi,  3,  etc,,)  were  separate  from  one  another  in  tlie  latter 
practice  of  the  church  when  infant  baptism  came  Into  use  " — Com,,  on 
Acts  zvi,  14,  15 

Dr.  8ti£R— *'The  perfect  immenUm  is  not  accidental  in  form,  but  mani- 
festly intended  in  the  baptidjein  «u." — Words,  etc ,  vol.  viii,  p  308. 

CoNYBEARE  AXD  Howsox — **It  is  ueedlcss  to  add  thatbaptLun  wa8(on- 
less  in  ezceptioDa]  cases )  administered  by  immersion,  the  convert  bdng 
plunged  beneath  the  surface  of  the  water  to  represent  his  death  to  the  life 
of  sin,  and  then  raised  from  this  momentary  burial  to  represent  his  resur- 
rection to  the  life  of  righteousness.  It  must  be  a  sul]r}ect  of  regret  that  the 
general  discontinuance  of  this  original  form  of  baptism  (though  perhaps 
necessary  in  our  northern  climates)  has  rendered  obscure  to  popular  appre- 
liension  some  very  important  passages  of  Scripture." — ^Ldfe  and  Epi^les 
of  St  Paul,  vol.  L,  p.  518. 

Archb.  Sumner—  'John  was  baptizing,  t.  e,  immersing  in  water,  those 
who  came  to  him  for  this  purpose,  'confessing  their  sins.'" — Exp.  Liec,  on 
John  i.,  ia-28. 

Neander—*' John's  followers  were  entirely  Inmiened  in  the  water." 

—Life  of  Christ,  p.  55. 

/'    Dr.  Lange— ''John  administered  the  rite  of  submersion."     "His  idea 

/  of  repentance  exceeded,  in  the  outward  requirements  of  the  Mosaic  law,  as 

\   much  as  his  rite  of  inmiersion  did  tliat  of  crinkling."    A^d  wert  htqrtiam^ 

immersed,  in  the  Jordan,  confessing  their  sins.  Immersion  was  tlie  ffymbol 

of  repentance.    According  to  Meyer,  repentance  was  ^jrmbc^iaed  ^  im- 
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mersion,  becauHe,etc."— Com.  on  Matt  vol.  i.,  pp.  113, 115, 118.  Clark's  ed. 
Contrast  this  honest  statement  of  Dr.  Lange  with  an  appar- 
ent appeal  to  ignorance  on  the  import  of  a  Greek  word,  by  my 
opponent 


Dr.  Alfobd— "The  baptism  of  proselytes  was  administered  "  "by  im-  I 
mersion  of  the  whole  person.''    "It  is  most  probable  that  John's  baptism 
in  outward  form  resembled  that  of  proselytes."— Gr.  Tes.  on  Matt  iii.  6, 

Bp.  Browne— "The  language  of  the  New  Testament  and  of  the  primi- 
tive fathers  sufficiently  points  to  immersion  as  the  common  mode  of  bap- 
tism. John  the  Baptist  baptized  in  the  river  Jordan  (Matt,  iii.);  Jesus  is 
represented  as  'coming  out  of  the  water'  aft^r  His  baptism  (Mark  i.  10).^ 
Again,  John  is  said  to  have  baptized  in  Enon  because  there  was  much 
water  there  (John  iii.  23;  see  also  Acts  viii.  36)."— In  Dr.  W.  Smith's  Die. 
of  the  Bible,  Art  Bap. 

All  these  are  Pedobaptists,  and  I  could  add  as  many  more, 
did  time  permit  Certainly  the  testimony  of  any  one  should 
many  times  out- weigh  the  bare  assertions  of  my  opponent. 

Argument  from  the  Conjoint  Testimony  of  the  Fathers  of  the  Reforma- 
tion and  of  Methodism. 

On  this  wise,  Calvin  comments  on  John  iii,  22,23: 

''  It  is  probable  that  after  the  feast,  Christ  came  into  that  part  of  Judea 
which  was  in  the  neighborhood  of  Enon,  a  town  situated  in  the  tribe  of 
Manaaseh.  In  that  place  the  evangelist  says  there  was  much  water  (aguas 
mtdice)  which  did  not  so  generally  abound  in  Judea.  Geographers  state 
that  these  two  towns,  Enon  and  Salim,  were  not  far  fW)m  the  confluence 
of  the  Jordan  and  Jabbok,  near  which  they  place  Sc>^opolis.  Moreover, 
from  these  words  [John  iii.  22,  23]we  may  learn  'that  John  and  Christ  ad- 
ministered baptism  by  the  submersion  of  the  whole  body  {toiius  corporlt 

*'  And  Philip  commanded  the  chariot  to  stand  still ;  and  they  went 
down  both  into  the  water,  both  Philip  and  the  eunuch;  and  he  ttfiptized 
him." 

Looking  into  Calvin's  commentary  on  this  verse  we  see  that 

he  explains  thus : 

''From  this  verse  we  clearly  see  what  was  the  rite  of  baptism  among 
the  ancients;  for  they  were  accustomed  to  ii^merse  the  whole  body  ni 
water  (ioium  conous  im  aqunm).    At  the  present  time  (sixteenth  centurj' )  the 
practice  has  gained  ground  for  the  minister  only  to  sprinkle  water  on  theL 
body  or  head.''    **The  very  word  baptize^  however,  signifies  to  immers<';\ 
and  it  is  certain  thai  immersion  uhis  the  practice  of  the  ancient  church,"  j 

ZXTINOLE. — *^Info  His  death.  When  ye  were  immersed  {ivtingeremim) 
into  the  water  of  Baptism,  ye  were  ingrafted  into  the  death  of  C'hrist— 
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that  is,  the  immersion  (intinctio)  of  your  Ixxly  into  water  was  a  sign  that 
ye  ought  to  be  ingrafted  into  Christ  and  his  death,  that  as  Christ  died  and 
was  buried,  ye  also  may  be  dead  to  the  fiesh  and  the  old  man — that  is,  to 
yourselves. — Anno,  on  Rom.  vi.  3. 

Luther. — ''Baptism  is  a  Greek  word,  and  may  be  translated inunersion, 
'as  when  we  inmierse  something  in  water  that  it  may  be  wholly  covered ; 
and,  although  it  is  almost  wholly  abolished  (for  they  do  not  dip  the  whole, 

/       \   children,  but  only  pour  a  little  water  on  them),  they  ought,  nevertheless, 

,  to  be  wholly  immersed,  and  then  immediately  drawn  out,  for  that  the 
etymology  of  the  word  seems  to  demand.''    The  Germans  call  baptism 
fnuf,  from  a  cUpth,  which  in  their  language  they  call  tief^  because  it  is 
•.  proper  those  who  are  baptized  be  deeply  immersed." 

In  the  Smalcald  Articles,  drawn  ap  by  Luther,  he  says: 
'^Baptism  is  nothing  else  than  the  Word  of  God  with  Immersion  in 
water," 

And  again  he  says  : 

*'  Washing  from  sins  is  attributed  to  baptism ;  it  is  truly  indeed  attrib- 
uted, but  the  signification  is  too  soft  and  slow  to  express  bapt^^m,  which  is 
rather  a  sign  both  of  death  and  resurrection.  Being  moved  by  this  reftson, 
I  would  have  those  that  are  to  be  baptized  to  be  altogether  dipped  into  the 
water,  as  the  word  doth  sound,  and  the  mystery  doth  signify." 

John    Wesley    (1703-1791),   the    noted    preacher,  scholar, 

'--/  author,  and  founder  of  Wesleyan  Methodists  in  1729,  says; 
/  **  Buried  with  him,  alluding  to  the  ancient  manner  of  baptizing  by  im- 

mersion.— Note  on  Rom.  vi  4 
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*' The  ancient  manner  of  baptizing  by  immersion  is  manifestly  alluded 
'        to  here  "—On  Col.  ii.  12 

In  his  Journal  for  Georgia  of  February  21,  1736,  he  says : 
**  Mary  Welch,  aged  eleven  days,  was  baptized  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  first  church  and  the  rule  of  the  church  of  England,  by  immersion." 

Adam  Clark,  LL.  D.,  F.  S.  A.,  {1760-1882),  the  celebrated 
and  standard  commentator  of  the  M.  E.  Church  : 

X  "  It  is  probable  that  the  apostle  here  alludes  to  the  mode  of  administer- 

ing baptism  by  immersion,  the  whole  body  being  put  under  the  water  " — 
In  Loco 

**  When  he  (the  person  baptized)  came  up  out  of  the  water,  he  seemed 
to  have  a  resurrection  to  life  He  was  therefore  supposed  to  throw  off  his 
old  G^ntUe  state,  as  he  threw  off  his  clothes,  and  to  assume  a  new  charac- 
ter, as  the  baptized  generaUy  put  on  new  or  fresh  garments  " — Comment 
on  Rom.  vi.,  4. 

'*  That  the  baptism  of  John  was  by  plunging  the  body  (after  the  same 
manner  as  the  washing  unclean  persons— was)  seems  to  appear  from  those 
things  which  are  related  of  him ;  namely,  that  he  baptized  in  Jordan, 
that  he  baptized  in  Enon,  becatise  there  was  much  water  there^^*  etc — 
Com.  at  the  end  of  Mark. 
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"  *  Buried,*  etc ,  alluding  to  the  ImmerHion  practiced  in  the  case  of  adults, 
when  the  person  appeared  to  be  buried  under  the  water,  as  Christ  was   ^ 
buried  in  the  heart  of  the  earth ;  his  rising  again  the  third  day,  and  their 
emerging  from  the  water,  was  an  emblem  of  the  resurrection  of  the  bo<^, 
and  a  total  change  of  life." — Com.  on  Col.  ii  12. 

"  But  as  they  receive  baptism  as  an  emblem  of  d^ath,  in  voluntarily  go- 
ing under  the  water,  so  they  receive  it  as  an  emblem  of  the  resurrection 
unto  eternal  life,  in  coming  up  out  of  the  water ;  thus  they  are  baptized  for 
the  dead,  in  perfect  faith  of  the  resurrection. — Com.  on  I  Cor.  xv. 

The  Admissions  of  Twenty-two  of  the  Most  Eminent  Presbyterian  Scholars 

and  Commentators. 

Since  our  Fresbyterian  friends  seem  so  ready  to  endorse 
the  assertions  of  my  opponent,  that  baptidzo  does  not  prop- 
erly mean  "  to  immerse,"  and  that  Rom.  vi.  3  does  not  refer 
to  water  baptism,  and  that  immersion  was  not  the  act  Johti, 
the  apostles,  and  all  the  apostolic  and  primitive  churches 
observed,  I  wish  to  place  before  them,  especially  the 
testimony  of  twenty-two,  and  I  could  easily  double  the 
number,  of  their  most  eminent  scholars  and  theologians, 
from  the  days  of  Calvin  down  to  this  day.  I, wish  to  ask 
them  if  they  will  throw  all  these  overboard  into  the  deep 
and  accept  the  assertions  of  one  man.  Eld.  Ditzler,  as  of 
more  weight?  Between  Eld.  Ditzler  and  all  these  they  must 
choose. 

Calvin. — "The  word  baptize  signifies  to  immeree;  and  it  is  certain 
that  immersion  was  the  practice  of  the  ancient  church.'' — Inst.,  S.  4,  ch. 
2kVa|  sec.  Jiv. 

James  Macknight  (1721-1800),  an  eminent  Scotch  divine 
and  critic,  thirty  years  a  minister  in  Edinburgh,  and  twenty 
years  moderator  of  the  General  Assembly  of  Scotland, 
author  of  the  Harmony  of  the  Four  Gospels,  The  Truth  of 
the  Gospel  History  and  Translation  of  all  the  Epistles,  with 
Commentaries  and  Notes,  says; 

''  Jesus  submitted  to  be  baptized — that  is,  buried  under  the  water  by 
John,  and  to  be  raised  out  of  it  again,  as  an  emblem  of  his  future  death 
and  resurrection  ....  In  like  manner  the  baptism  of  believers  is  em- 
blematical of  their  own  death,  burial  and  resurrection."  ...  "  Plantcil 
together  in  the  likeness  of  his  death.  The  burying  of  Christ  and  of  he- 
lieve]:8,  first  in  the  water  of  baptism,  and  afterwards  in  the  earth,  is  fitly 
enough  compared  to  the  planting  of  seed  in  the  earth,  because  the  effect 
in  both  cases  is  a  reviviscence  to  a  state  of  greater  i/erfection." — Apost. 
Epis.,  Note  on  Roiu.  vi.  4,  5. 


5i8  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

Dr.  Geo.  Campbell  (1719-1796),  an  emiuently  learned  min- 
ister, theological  professor,  church  historian,  translator,  and 
President  of  Marischal  College,  Scotland,  says : 

"  The  word  baptism,  both  in  sacred  authors  and  in  classical,  signifies  to 
dip,  to  plunge,  to  immerse.  Had  bapHdzo  been  employed  In  the  sense  of 
raino,  to  sprinkle  (which,  as  far  as  I  know,  it  never  is,  ix  any  use,  sacred 
or  classical),  the  expression  i^ould  doubtless  have  been,  *I  indeed  baptise 
water  upon  you.' " 

j<  Dr.  Thomas  CHAiiHEBS.— 'The  original  meaning  of  the  word  baptism 
j^iM  immersion*^'  ''We  doubt  not  that  baptism  was  administered  in 
\he  apostles'  days  by  an  actual  submerging  of  the  whole  body  under  water. 

(On  Rom.  vi.  3,  4).  We  advert  to  this  for  the  purpose  of  throwiBg  light  on 
the  analogy  that  is  instituted  in  these  verses.  Jesus  Christ,  by  death,  un- 
derwent this  sort  of  baptism  by  an  immersion  under  the  sur&ce  of  the 
ground,  whence  he  soon  emerged  again  by  his  resurrection.  We,  by  be- 
ing baptized  into  his  death,  are  conceived  to  have  made  a  similar  transla- 
tion— ^in  the  act  of  descending  under  the  water  of  baptism,  to  have  resigned 
an  old  Ufe,  and  in  the  act  of  ascending,  to  emerge  into  a  second  or  new 
life. 

Isaac  Casaubon  (1559-1614),  a  Calvinistic  theologian  and 

critic,  Greek  professor  at  Geneva  fourteen  years,  also  held 

the  chair  of  Greek  and  Belles  Lettrcs  in  the  University  of 

Montpelier,  and  most  critical  Greek  scholar  of  his  age,  says : 

lis  was  the  rite  of  baptizing,  that  persons  were  plunged  into  the  w»- 
T,  which  the  very  word  baptuizein^  to  baptize,  sufficiently  declares ;  which* 
^as  it  does  not  signify  dunein^  to  Hink  to  the  bottom  and  perish,  so  doubt- 
less it  is  not  epipoladzein,  to  swim  on  the  surfoee.  For  these  three  words, 
epipoladzein^  baptidzein  2iTkAdunein  are  of  difterent  significations.  Whence  we 
understand  it  was  not  without  reason,  that  some  long  ago  insisted  on  the 
immersion  of  the  whole  body  in  the  ceremony  of  baptism ;  fbr  they  oige 
the  word  bapiidzeiuy  to  baptize. — Annot  in  Matt.  ilL  6. 

P.  Van  Mastricht,  a  scholar  of  reputation,  and  aatfaor  of 

works  on  theology,  who  died  in  1706,  says  : 

"In  baptism  we  emerge  out  of  a  sepulchre  of  water  and  pass,  as  it  woe, 
into  a  new  life."— Theoret  Prac.  TheoL,  b.  viL,  ch.  iv,  sec.  10. 

^*  Immersion  was  used  by  the  apostles  and  primitive  dtiurdieft. — (Rom, 
vi.  3  4,  6,)"— Ibid.,  sec  9. 

James  Basnage,  a  man  of  great  learning,  a  charch  histo- 
rian who  died  in  1723,  says: 

'*  This  (the  response  of  Pope  Stei^en  in  the  year  754)  is  accounted  the 
first  law  against  immersion.  The  Pontifi,  however,  did  not  diepense  with 
immersion,  except  in  case  of  extreme  necessity.  This  law,  therefore,  did  not 
change  the  mode  of  dipping  in  public  baptism,  as  it  was  not  till  five  turn- 
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dred  and  fifty-eeven  years  after,  that  the  legislature,  in  a  council  at  Raven- 
na, in  the  year  1311,  dedared  immersion  and  pouring  indifferent^' — 
Monumenta/  voL  1.,  Prse&t,  ch.  v.,  sec  4. 

G.  Diodati  (1576-1649),  a  Swiss  theologian  and  preacher 

of  note,  professor  of  Hebrew  and  theology   at  Geneva,  ouo 

of  the  best  Biblical  scholars  of  his  day,  both  an  author  and 

translator,  says: 

"  In  baptism,  being  dipped  in  water  aticording  to  the  ancient  ceremony, 
itis  a  sacredsign  unto  us  that  sin  ought  to  be  drowned  in  us  by  Qod's 
Spirit" 

Richard  Baxter  (1615-1691,  a  distiuguiihed  preacher, 
author  of  Saints'  Rest  and  about  one  hundred  and  forty- 
four  other  distinct  treatises,  says  on  Matt,  iii-  6 : 

*'We  grant  that  baptism  then  (in  primitive  times)  was  by  washing  the 
whole  body.''  *'  In  our  baptism  we  are  dipped  under  the  water,  as  signi- 
fying our  covenant  profession,  that  as  He  was  buried  for  sin,  so  we  are 
dead  and  buried  to  sin." 

Dr.  John  W.  Nevin,  born  1803,  an  American  theologian, 

and  professor  of  Hebrew  and  Biblical  literature  ten  years  in 

the  Theological  Seminary  at  Alleghany  City,  also  President 

of  the  College  and   Theological   Seminary    at  Mercersburg, 

Penn.,  editor   of  the    Mercersburg  BeoieiOj   and  author  of  a 

number  of  books,  says  in  the  Mercersburg  Review : 

"  It  needs  but  ordinary  scholarship,  and  the  freedom  of  a  mind  unpledged  ^ 
to  mere  party  interests,  to  see  and  acknowledge  here  [that  the  BapUsts  \ 
have]  a  certain  advantage  on  the  subject  of  baptism.    The  original  sense 
of  the  word  baptidzo  is  on  the  whole  in  their  power.    It  corresponds  with 
the  idea  of  immerse  much  more  than  with  the  idea  of  sprinkling." 

S.  CurcelloBus,  the  learned  and  celebrated  theologian,  and 

professor  at  Geneva  and  Amsterdam,  who  died  in  1659,  says : 

''Bi^tism  was  by  plunging  the  whole  body  into  water.  ,  .  Nor  did  the 
disciples  that  were  sent  out  by  Christ  administer  baptism  afterward  in  any 
other  way." — 'B,  v.,  ch.  iL 

D. "  Chatnierus,  a  groat  yvriter  on  systematic  divinity,  pro- 
fessor at  Montauban,  who  died  in  1621,  says  : 

"  Immersion  of  the  whole  body  was  used  from  the  b^^ning,  which 
expresses  the  force  of  the  word  baptize,  whence  John  baptized  in  a  river. 
It  was  afterward  changed  into  sprinkling,  though  it  is  uncertain  when  or 
by  whom  it  commenced." — Panstrat,  Cathol ,  tom.  iv.,  L.  v.,  ch.  ii.,  sec  6. 

Veneka. — "  The  word  baptidznn^  to  baptize,  is  nowhere  used  in  the 
Scriptures  for  sprinkling. "—Inst  Hist  Eccl.  Vet  and  Nov.  Test.,  tom. 
UL,  see.  L  2 136. 
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H.  Altino.— **  The  word  baptism  properly  signifleB  immeraiQii ;  im- 
properly, by  a  metonymy  of  the  end,  washing." — LocL  Commmi.,  pars  i, 
loc.  xii. 

This  confirms  our  statement  that  secondary  and  figurative 

meanings  are  not  f»roper  meanings. 

TuRRETiN. — '*The  word  baptism  is  of  Greek  origin,  and  is  derived 
from  the  verb  bapto ,  which  signifies  to  dip,  and  to  dye ;  baptidiein,  to  bi^ 
tize,  to  dip  into,  to  immerse." — Ins.  loc.  xix.,  quses.  xi.,  sec.  4. 

Dr.  Rebs. — "  Gr.  bapto  et  BAPTIDZO  mergo  et  mergito.  Voas.  £tym. 
To  dip  or  merge  frequently,  U>  sink,  to  plunge,  to  immerge."  **  The  word 
Imptism  is  derived  from  the  Greek  baptidzy,  and  means  literally  dipping  or 
immersion." — ^Ency.'  Art  Bap. 

WiTSius. — *'It  cannot  be  denied,  that  the  native  signification  of  the 
words  baptein  and  baptidzein  \&  to  plunge,  to  dip." — CEkx>n.  FcBd.  1.  iv.,  c 
xvi.  sec.  13. 

^^  It  is  certain  that  both  John  the  Baptist,  and  the  disciples  of  Christ, 
ordinarily  practiced  immersion. — Econ.  of  the  Gov.,  b.  iv.,  c  xvi.,  \  13. 

Eld.  Ditzler  can  deny,  though  he  can  ofter  no  proof  of  it. 
J.  G.  Altman  [1697-1758),  a  Swiss  historian   and  divine, 
also  professor  of  moral  philosophy  and  Greek  at  Berne,  says: 

*'  In  the  primitive  church  persons  to  be  baptized  were  not  sprinkled,  but 
entirely  immersed  in  water,  which  was  performed  according  to  the  exam- 
ple of  John  the  Baptist." — On  1  Cor.  xv.  29,  sec.  8. 

Dr.  L.  Coleman,  S.  F.  D.,  born  in  1796,  a  noted  scholar  and 

sjtandard  church  historian,  says : 

/  "The  term  baptism  is  derived  ftx)m  the  Greek  baptidzo,  with  its  deriva- 
ItivesbaptUmoa  and  bapti9Tnajbaptbiin,  The  primary  signification  of  the 
I  original  is,  to  dip,  to  plunge,  immerse.  The  obvious  import  of  the  noun 
vj  immersion." — Christian  Antiquities,  p.  255. 

J.  F.  Staffer.  "By  baptism  we  understand  that  rite  of  the  New 
Testament  church  commanded  by  Christ,  in  which  believers,  by  being 
immersed  in  water,  testify  their  communion  with  the  church." — Instit 
Theol.  Polem.  tom.  i,  cap.  iii,  sec.  1635. 

Jacques  Saurin  (1677-1730),  a  noted  French  preacher,  and 
author  of  twelve  volumes  of  sermons  and  various  other  trea- 
tises, says : 

'*  Paul  says,  '  We  are  buried  with  him  by  baptism  into  death ;'  that  is 
the  ceremony  of  wholly  immersing  us  in  water  when  we  were  baptiied." 
— Sermons,  vol.  iii,  p.  171. 

Theodore  13eza  (1529-1605)  an  eminent  reformer,  Greek 

and  theological  professor,  and  on  the  death  of  Calvin,  took  his 

place  and  became  the  head  of  the  Presbyterian  church,  says: 
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^*  But  baptidzo  signifies  to  dip,  since  it  came  from  bapio^  and  since  thinra 
to  be  dyed  are  immersed." — On  Matt,  iii,  13.  -^ 

'  He  admits  that  some  have  disputed  respecting  immersing 

the  whole  body  in  the  ceremony  of  baptism,  bul  he  maintains 

that  "  there  is  no  other  signification  of  the  verb  amadj  which 

the  Syrians  use  for  baptize."    "  It  answers,"  says  he,  "  to  the 

Hebrew   tubal  rather   than   rachatz,"    {Ibid).    Elsewhere   he 

says:  "  Christ  commanded  us  to  be  baptized,  by  which  word 

it  is  certain  immersion  is  signified.     Neither  does  the   word 

baptidzo  signify    to    wash,    except    by    consequence,  for   it 

properly  signifies  to  plunge  into  for  the  sake  of  tinging  or 

dyeing."— Lee.  2d  to  T.  T. 

Dr.  M'Crie. — '*  We  do  not  hold  that  the  word  baptize  signifies  to  pour 
or  sprinkle.    Thds  was  never  our  opinion." — On  Bap.,  p.  32, 

Summary.     . 

Mr.  President: — Having  brought  in  all  the  direct  proof  iu 
support  of  the  ususloqueruli  of  the  verb  baptidzo^  that  my  time 
will  admit,  I  will  now  sum  up  my  argument  as  briefly  as  pos- 
sible. 

The  proposition  I  set  out  to  prove  is, 

Immersion  is  the  act  which  Christ  commanded  for  Chris- 
tian BAPTISM. 

My  opponent  denies  it. 

Now  this  was  the  one  argument  which  I  laid  down  by  which 
to  prove  it : 

1.  The  verb  baptidzo  is  the  only  verb  which  Christ  used 
IN  the  Commission  to  denote  the  act  which  he  commanded 
FOR  Christian  baptism. 

2.  The  primary  and  literal  meaning  of  baptidzo — which 

IS  THE  only  real  AND  TRUE  MEANING IS  "TO  IMMERSE." 

3.  Ergo, 

To  IMMERSE  IS  THE  ONLY  ACT  WHICH  ChRIST  COMMANDED   FOR 

Christian  baptism,  since  it  must  be  granted  that  in  enact- 
ing A  LAW,  ALL  TERMS  MUST  BE  USED  IN  THEIR  LITERAL,  REAL,  AND 
MOST  OBVIOUS  MEANINGS. 

The  minor  premise  being  admitted  by  both  parties,  the 
single  issue  to  be  settled  is  the  major,  L  e.. 
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Is  to  immerse,  the  primary,  the  literal  aud  real  sigtiification 
of  the  Greek  verb  baptidzof 

As  it  is  conceded  by  all  standard  authorities  that  the  use  of 
any  term  by  those  with  whom  the  language  is  vernacular,  and 
by  those  who  were  conversant  with  the  language,  is  the  su- 
preme and  ultimate  authority  in  determining  its  meaning,  I 
first  appealed  to  the  New  Testament  for  its  invariable  use  by 
the  inspired  evangelists  and  apostles,  who  could  not  err. 

1.  I  first  showed  that  John  the  Baptist^  the  first  gospel  minister 
of  the  New  Testament  dispensationy  used  baptidzo  and  the  noims  de- 
rived froin  it  in  no  other  case  than  ^^to  immersey"  and  imnversUm. 

2.  I  showed  that  the  symbolism  of  the  act,  as  taught  by 
Christ,  was  a  prefiguration  of  His  own  death,  burial  and  resur- 
rection, a  fulfillment  of  the  "all-righteousness"  Hecametofbl- 
till,  or  accomplish,  to  secure  the  remission  of  the  sins  of  His 
people;  also, 

3.  That  Christ  metaphorically  spoke  of  His  own  overwhelm- 
ing sufferings  as  a  baptism,  alluding  thus  to  His  own  at  the 
hands  of  John. 

4.  That  Paul,  Rom.  vi,  8,  and  Col.  li,  12,  alluding  to  the  act 
which  Christ  received  in  the  river  Jordan,  calls  it  a  ^^buryingj* 
a  "  planting,"  in  the  likeness  of  death. 

I  therefore  concluded  that  Christ  and  his  apostles,  and  all 
whom  John  baptized,  were  immersed  in  water.  In  support  of 
this  conclusion  I  brought  forward  the  testimony  of  all  the  most 
eminent  Pedobaptist  scholars,  commentators  and  critics. 

Immersion  in  water  then  was  the  only  act  which  Christ 
commanded  His  first  minister  to  perform. 

Immersion  in  water  was  the  act  which  He  Himself  received, 
as  our  law-giver  and  exemplar. 

Immersion,  then,  was  the  only  act  which  the  apostles  and 
all  the  disciples  of  Christ,  the  members  of  the  first  Christian 
church  on  earth  received  prior  to  the  ascension  of  Christ 

For  it  is  on  record  that  Christ's  disciples  made  and  baptized 
more  disciples  than  John,  and  no  one  will  deny  that  they  ad- 
ministered the  act  which  they  and  their  Master  had  received. 

IV.  My  fourth  argument  was  from  the  commission  itself— 
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Christ  used  the  same  verb,  baptidzoy  aud  there  is  uo  shadow 
of  intimation  that  there  was  to  be  any  change  in  the  act  itself, 
which,  according  to  every  principle  of  law  and  reason,  there 
should  have  been  had  he  designed  to  change  the  physical  act 
of  the  rite,  or  his  apostles  would  inevitably  have  fallen  into 
error.  But  he  only  extended  a  former  commission  given 
them,  no  longer  limiting  their  ministry  to  Palestine,  but  ex- 
lending  it  to  the  ends  of  the  earth. 

I  reasonably  concluded  that  Christ  in  the  commission  only 
authorized  His  apostles  to  administer  the  self-same  act  which 
He  appointed  from  the  first,  and  which  He  and  they  had  re- 
ceived at  the  hands  of  John,  which  was  an  immersion  in 
water. 

V.  Then  from  the  very  internal  construction  of  the  lan- 
guage of  the  commission,  I  showed  that  the  act  commanded 
mnst  have  been  immersion  alone. 

The  subjects  auious,  of  the  act  being  the  direct  accusative  of  the 
verb  baptidzo  forbids  the  idea  that  some  element,  as  water, 
was  to  be  put  upon  them,  since  a  preposition  must  be  supplied, 
or  the  language  be  made  figurative,  neither  of  which  is  ad- 
missible; but  that  the  subjects  were  to  be  put  bodily  into  it. 

I  showed  from  the  very  signification  of  the  verbs  to  sprinkle 
and  to  pour,  which  is^  to  scatter  into  drops,  disperse  into  fine 
particles,  or  to  diffuse  in  a  continuous  stream,  that  literally 
they  could  not  take  indivisible  or  inseparable  objects  as  direct 
accusatives,  but  must  take  liquids,  as  water,  etc.,  or  separable 
solids,  as  sand,  ashes,  etc.  If  Christ  had  intended  the  element, 
water,  to  be  put  upon  the  subjects  of  baptism.  He  would  have 
made  it  the  direct  accusative  of  the  verb  indicating  the  act, 
and  have  used  the  preposition  on,  or  upon,  before  the  subjects. 
Had  He  intended  the  subjects  to  be  placed  within  the  element, 
He  would  have  placed  them  as  the  direct  accusative  of  the 
verb.  This  He  did  do,  and  therefore  we  are  compelled  to  con- 
clude that  this  He  intended. 

Then  again.  Since  it  is  impossible  to  sprinkle,  scatter  into 
drops  or  particles,  or  to  pour,  diffuse  in  a  continuous  stream, 
human  beings  without  destroying  life,  therefore  it  is  evident 
the  verb  baptidzo  Christ  used  can  have  no  such  signification. 
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Ml  FIFTH  ARGUMENT  I  WILL  STATE  IX  THESE  WORDS  :  YoU  CAN- 
NOT SPRINKLE  OR  POUR  LIVING  BEINGS,  BUT  ONLY  WATBR,  BTC, 
UPON  THEM,  THEREFORE  ChRIST  DID  NOT  COMMAND  THEM  TO  BB 
SPRINKL£D  OR  POURED. 

VL  My  sixth  argumeDt  was  from  the  invaiiable  adaptation 
of  the  defiuitious  to  immerse  and  immersion  in  every  passage 
in  the  New  Testament  where  baptidzo  or  its  noun  baptisma 
is  used. 

By  substituting  no  other  word,  can  the  sense  of  every  pas- 
sage be  preserved,  and  this  I  regard  as  evidence  demonstra- 
tive that  baptidzo  literally  signifies  only  to  immerse. 

Vn.  My  seventh  argument  was, 

The  apostles  to  whom  the  commission  was  given  evidently 
understood  Christ  to  mean  immersion  only  as  the  sense  of 
baptidzo. 

In  all  their  ministry  they  evidently  observed  no  other  act 
In  all  their  allusions  to  the  action  of  baptism,  immersion  is 
clearly  intefided,  and  no  other  act  will  fulfill  the  tfymboUsm  of 
baptism  as  set  forth  in  their  writings,  so  that  we  may  say 
of  them  all  as  Coneybeare  and  Howson  say  of  Rom.  vi,  3, 
"It  cannot  be  understood  unless  it  be  borne  in  mind  that  the 
primitive  baptisiii  was  by  immersion. 

This  fact  alone  I  regard  as  demonstrative  and  conclusive 
that  the  real  signification  of  baptidzo  is  to  immerse. 

VIII.  My  eighth  source  of  proof  was. 

The  invariable  use  of  the  term  by  Greek  authors  tlieniselves. 

It  is  an  admitted  fact,  by  all  scholars,  that  no  Greek  author 
has  yet  been  found  that  uses  baptidzo  in  a  physical  sense  to  sig- 
nify, either  "to  sprinkle,"  or  "to  pour,"  but  always  "to  im- 
merse," "  to  dip,"  etc.,  and  that  wherever  they  use  it  figuror 
ticely  the  sense  of  the  figure  involves  the  idea  of  an  immersion. 
It  is  known  to  all  that  I  repeatedly  called  upon  my  opponent 
to  bring*  forward,  or  give  an  authoritative  quotation  from  onb 
Greek  author  who  used  baptidzo  in  a  physical  sense  to  mean 
"  sprinkle,"  and  he  has  been  unable  to  do  so. 

He  claims  that  baptidzo  never  meant  to  immerse  before  the 
time  of  Polybius — but  I  have  given  you  its  use  in  that  sense 
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by  Aristotle,  who  lived  180  yeara  before  Polybius,  and  I  have 
called  upon  him  for  one  authority  to  support  his  assertion  that 
haptidzo  ever  meant  to  sprinkle,  and  he  has  not  furnished  it. 

IX.  My  ninth  source  of  proof  has  been  the  lexicons.  I 
have  brought  forward  the  united  testimony  of  forty  lexicons, 
among  these  all  tliat  are  regarded  as  standard  authorities  in 
Europe  and  America,  and  one  and  all,  each  and  several,  give 
"to  dip,"  or  "to  immerse,"  as  the  primary — i  e,  the  literal  and 
rea/ signification  oi  baptidzo.  To  divert  your  attention  from 
this  stern,  crushing  and  conclusive  fact,  my  opponent  has 
spent  a  full  day  in  talking  to  you  about  a  new  discovery  in 
philology,  according  to  which  the  true  primary  is  the  historical^ 
etc.,  which  all  scholars  will  laugh  at  as  fanciful  and  absurd. 
To  save  needless  controversy,  at  tlie  very  outstiirt  I  presented 
Rules  of  Interpretation,  selected  from  the  best  authorities,  and 
these  Rules  were  mutually  accepted  by  us.  By  virtue  of  the 
the  first  three  of  those  Rules,  what  we  were  to  understand  in 
this  debate  as  the  primary  and  literal  sense  of  any  term,  is 
clearly  determined. 

Rules  of  Interpretation. 

I.  Every  word  tnuai  have  90fnt.  tpedfic  idea^  or  notion^  which  we  call  meaning. 
Were  not  this  so,  words  would  be  meaningless  and  useless. 

II.  The  literal^  which  is  also  called  the  grammatical  sense  of  a  word,  is 
the  eense  so  connected  with  it  that  it  is  first  in  order,  and  is  spontaneously 
presented  to  the  mind  as  soon  as  the  sound  is  heard.  This  meaning  is 
always,  placed  first  in  the  lexicons,  and  is  known  as  the  primary  meaning. 

III.  **  The  primary  or  literal  meaning  is  the  only  true  one,^^ — Emesti, 
p.  14. 

Emesti  quotes  Moms  in  support  of  this :  "  There  can  be  no  certainty 
at  all  in  respect  to  the  interpretation  of  any  passage,  unless  a  kind  of  neces- 
sity compels  us  to  affix  a  particular  sense  to  a  word ;  which  sense,  as  I 
have  l)efore  said,  must  be  one;  and  unless  there  are  special  reasons  for  a 
tropical  (or  secondary)  meaning,  it  must  be  the  literal  sense." 

Stuart  says:  "If  any  one  should  deny  that  the  above  principles  lead 
to  certainty  when  strictly  observed,  would  deny  the  possibility  of  finding 
the  meaning  of  language  with  certainty." 

Now  by  these  rules  I  have  been  strictly  governed,  and  these, 
every  University  and  Theological  Seminary  in  Europe  and 
America  will  endorse. 
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I  have  sought  throaghout  this  discassiou  the  true,  and 
the  realy  the  literal  signification  of  baptidzOy  and  have,  there- 
fore, in  reading  from  the  lexicons,  as  a  general  rale,  read  onljr 
the  strictly  primary  meanings,  the  first  one,  two  or  three  given. 
In  all  cases  only  one,  and  that  the  first,  would  have  been 
SUFFICIENT !  In  every  case  I  have  feithfolly  and  fally  given 
the  primary  sense  of  the  lexicon.  I  have  shown  that  no  figur 
rative^  which  is  always  the  secondary^  sense  of  a  term,  is  its  real 
and  physical  sense,  and  is,  therefore,  not  a  real  or  literal  sig- 
nification, and  with  such  we  have  nothing  to  do  in  this  debate. 
I  have  explained  how  that,  in  strictest  truth.  Baptists  may  say 
with  Carson  and  Anthon,  that 

'*  No  STANDARD  LEXICON  IN  THE  WORLD  GIVES  *  TO  SPRINKLE,' 
OR  '  TO  POUR,'  AS  A  LITERAL  AND  REAL  SIONIFICATIOK  OF  BAP- 
TIDZO." 

I  have  in  almost  every  speech  not  only  most  affectionately 
invited,  but  urgently  called  upon,  demanded  or  challenged  my 
opponent  to  produce  one  Oreek  lexicon  of  acknowledged  au- 
thority, or  an  authoritative  quotation  from  one,  that  gives  ^to 
sprinkle,"  or  '^to  pour,"  as  a  primary  meaning  of  bapMzo. 
He  has  not  done  it!  His  failure  to  do  so  should  be  consid- 
ered as  conclusive  evidence  to  all  that  to  immerse,  etc.,  *s  the 
only  signification  of  baptidzo. 

Every  semblance  of  an  argument  made  by  him  has  been 
founded  upon  the  figurative  significations  oihaptidzOy  or,  that 
by  some  author  or  in  some  version,  a  word  is  used  for  bapMzo 
that  elsewhere  is  used  in  the  sense  of  "to  wet,"  or  "to 
sprinkle!!" 

And  this  reminds  me  of  the  distinction  Kid.  Oitsler  has  en- 
deavored to  fix  in  vour  minds. 

1.  That  while  he  admits  that  to  immerse  is  the  clasic  use  of 
baptidzOy  it  is  not  its  meaning  in  the  New  Testament  Greek, 
but  to  wash,  to  cleanse  in  anv  wiv.  This  claim  I  have  shown 
to  be  utterly  groundless,  in  my  ^>eech  on  that  subject  to  which 
all  are  referred — Dr.  De  Meyer  emphatically  says,  and  with 
him  agree  all  the  best  scholars,  such  as  Chalmers,  Dr.  Lange, 
Coneybeare  and  Howson,  '*^bapHdzOy  which  word  io 
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Greek,  and  in  the  new  testament    everywhere   means  to 
immerse." — Com.  on  Mark  vii,  4. 

It  is  not  true,  that  any  standard  lexicon  distinguishes  be- 
tween classic  Greek  and  New  Testament  Greek  in  giving 
definitions  of  baptidzo — i.  e.,  that  it  means  one  thing  in  classic 
Greek,  and  something  different  in  the  New  Testament. 

2.  Then  he  haq  tri^d  to  make  a  show  of  an  argument  from 
the  comparatively  few  times  Baptists  use  "  to  dip,"  for  bap- 
iidzOf  rendering  it  aa  they  do  almost  invariably  to  immerse. 
There  is  not  enough  to  make  a  shade  in  this  fact.  All  lexi- 
cons give  to  dip,  and  to  immerse,  as  synonymous  terms^  as  the 
Germans  give  mergo^  imm£rgo  and  tingo^  intingo  as  synonyms  of 
baptidzOj  and  we  are  at  liberty  to  use  the  most  euphonious  one, 
and  Baptist  authors  r^enerally  have  selected  immerse — for  its 
smoothness  and  euphony.  Let  it  therefore  be  borne  in  mind, 
that  wherever  a  lexicon  gives  to  immerse,  it  means  also  to  dip, 
and  that  of  the  forty  I  have  read  here,  the  majority  give  to  dip 
as  the  first  of  the  synonyms  for  the  primary  signification^  and  na^er 
to  wet  or  moisten,  much  less  to  sprinkle. 

X.  My  tenth  argument,  and  one  upon  which  I  am  willing 
to  rest  this  whole  controversy,  is  embraced  in  the  last,  but  to 
make  salient,  I  place  by  itself : 

In  1846  Liddell  &  Scott,  of  England,  upon  the  basis  of  Pas- 
sow,  brought  out  their  great  English  lexicon,  which  has  been 
endorsed  by  the  scholars  of  both  continents  as  the  best  Greek 
and  English  lexicon  extant.  In  their  first  edition,  as  a  sev- 
enth meaning  of  6ap/«ifeo,  figurative  of  course,  they  give  "to 
pour  upon."  Prof.  Drisler,  of  Columbia  College,  undertakes 
an  American  edition.  Before  he  gets  the  last  pages  of  his 
work  through  tKe  press,  Liddell  k  Scott  issue  in  England  a 
second  edition,  and  because  satisfied  that  "to  pour  upon"  is 
not  sustained  by  classical  or  New  Testament  usage,  they  omit 
it  as  well  as  "to  drench."  Prof.  Drisler,  in  his  second  Amer- 
ican edition,  does  likewise.  In  the  last  edition  of  this  last 
and  greatest  of  all  the  Greek  lexicons  published  in  the  English 
language,  only  "  to  dip  in  or  under  water,"  of  ships,  "  to  sink 
them,"  is  given  as  the  primary  meaning  of  baptidzo. 

But  he  has  sought  to  belittle  the  great  work  of  Liddell  and 
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Scott,  as  "a  sraall  affair,"  "made  for  school  boys,"  etc.  I  will 
ouce  more  put  it  upon  record,  that  by  general  consent  of  schol- 
ars this  lexicon  is  accounted  the  very  best  English  work  ever 
published,  as  Rost  and  Palm's  is  accounted  the  very  best  Ger- 
man lexicon.  These  lexicographers  had  all  the  results  of  the 
labors  and  discoveries  in  philology  of  all  the  scholars  and  lex- 
icographers who  preceded  them,  and  into  their  works  they 
gather  all  that  can  be  regarded  as  authoritative  and  trust- 
worthy. Into  these  lexicons  we  may  safely  look  for  the  cor- 
rect significations  of  Greek  words — and  what  does  each  give 
as  the  literal  and  primary  meaning  oibaptidzo^  but  to  dip  in  or 
under  water  I  This  and  nothing  more.  Rosi  and  Palm  give 
"often  and  frequently,''  following  Passow  as  Liddell  k  Scott  did 
in  their  first  edition,  but  which  they  omit  in  their  last  as  unwar- 
ranted, to  which  all  scholars  now  consent.  Then  the  last, 
greatest  and  best  of  all  English  lexicons,  gives  to  dip,  "in  or 
under"  as  the  only  real  literal  meaning  of  Aaprttfeo. 

Now,  you  can  clearly  see  that  here  is  a  final  answer  to  his 
claim  that,  as  figurative  meanings  often  become  their  primary 
— and  this  very  statement  destroys  his  theory  of  historical 
primary — so  the  figurative  meanings  of  baptidzo — i.  e,  to  wet, 
moisten  in  any  way,  and  hence  to  sprinkle — have  now  become 
the  primary  and  present  meaning  of  baptidzo.  If  this  was  the 
case,  why  do  not  Liddell  and  Scott,  and  Rost  and  Palm  give 
these  meanings  as  the  primary  in  their  late  lexicons,  but  they 
equally  deny  them  to  be  real  meanings  of  baptidzo^  as  do  all 
the  lexicographers  who  have  gone  before  them. 

But  he  claims  that  the  modern  Greek  lexicons  sustain  him ! 

I  have  shown  that  not  one  sustains  him.    Let  me  sura  them  up 

for  a  separate  argument. 

Sophocles,  (standard)  Baptidzo ^  todip^  to  immerMi  sink,  to  be  drowned  as 
the  effect  of  sinking. 

Kouma,    To  sink,  to  put  frequently  into  voaier, 

Oazes,  Baptidzo^  mid  so  (bapto)  suchna  bouio  ii  mesa  eia  to  kai  erUeuthen  ana  ton. 
To  dip  a  thing  frequently  into  something  and  thence  up  ana  ton  in  respect 
to  it— that  is,  up  to  the  surface— if  ana  was  here  used  to  govern  theae- 
cusative — signify  upon  ,  the  pronoun  ton  would  have  been  en. 

With  their  figurative  and  secondary  meanings  I  have  noth- 
ing to  do — what  has  to  pump  or  to  draw  water  to  do  with  set- 
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tling  this  question.  lie  may  say  that  the  water  is  drawn  "that 
it  may  be  poured  forth;"  and  I  say  that  what  may  be  done  with  the 
water  alter  it  is  drawn  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  definition 
of  the  verb — nor  with  the  act  of  drawing.  Water  has  been 
drawn,  that  it  might  be  drank — and  is  'to  drink"  therefore  a 
proper  definition  of  baptidzOj  or  to  pump  or  draw  water ! 

My  opponent  has  aflirmeil  that  baptidzo  never  was  used  in 
the  sense  of  immerse  before  the  days  of  Polybius,  etc. 

But  these  forty  lexicons  give  the  meaning  of  baptidzo,  in  ev- 
ery age  since  the  Greek  has  been  a  settled  language  and  not 
one  of  them,  neither  the  oldest  nor  the  latest,  even  so 
much  as  intimates  that  baptidzo  ever  had  any  other  meaning 
primarily — than  to, dip — and  I  have  shown  yon  that  Aristotle 
one  hundred  and  eighty  years  before  Polybius  used  it  in 
the  sense  of  to  immerse. 

Now  thirty  full  years  have  passed  since  Liddell  and  Scott, 
with  the  eyes  of  the  scholars  of  Germany,  England,  and 
America  upon  them,  with  their  knowledge  and  approval,  made 
this  change  in  their  lexicon,  and  for  no  other  reason  except 
that  they  could  not  find  a  standard  Greek  author  who  used 
baptidzo  in  the  sense  of  to  pour  upon,  or  to  drench,  even  figura- 
tively,  and  no  scholar  of  earth  could  then  help  them  to  the 
authority.  Thirty  years  of  investigation  and  research  have 
passed,  and  all  the  Pedobaptist  scholars  of  Germany,  England 
and  America  have  not  been  able  to  furnish  them  any  authority 
to  justify  "to  pour  upon,"  or  to  sprinkle,  as  even  a  proper  figura- 
tive signification  of  baptidzo!  Should  not  this  fact  settle  this 
question  in  the  mind  of  every  candid  man  and  Christian  in 
the  world?  How  supremely  ridiculous  for  a  man  who  never 
read  as  many  consecutive  lines  in  one  book  of  classic  Greek 
as  these  scholars  have  read  Greek  authors,  to  stand  up  in  the 
hearing  of  the  world  and  assert  that  baptidzo,  primarily,  never 
means  to  dip,  to  immerse,  but  means  to  sprinkle,  "  to  pour! " 
Such  a  man  is  not  talking  to  be  regarded  by  scholars,  he 
knows  that  he  must  forfeit  all  standing  among  them,  but  to 
the  ignorant,  with  whom  l)old  assertion  accomplishes  far  more 
than  argument. 

XL     My  eleventh  source  of    roof  was  the  testimony  of  the 
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Greek  Fathers  and  Bishops,  to  whom  Greek  was  vernacular, 
and  evory  one  bore  witness  that  bapiidzo,  naturally  signified 
only  to  immerse,  and  that  immersion  was  the  sole  and  univer- 
sal practice  of  the  apostolic  churches,  and  to  this  I  added  the 
invariable  practice  of  the  Greek  church  from  the  fourth  cen- 
tury until  now. 

XIl.  My  twelfth  argument  was  from  the  testimony  of  all 
the  Latin  Fathcre,  from  Tertullian  downward,  and  they  one 
and  all  understood  baptklzo  to  signify  mergo,  immergoy  tingo^and 
intingOy  to  sink  in,  to  immerse,  to  dip,  to  dip  in,  and  that  im- 
mersion was  the  univesal  practice  of  the  primitive  churches; 
and  to  this  I  added  the  uniform  practice  of  the  Latin  or 
Romam  Catholic  church  for  1800  years,  except  in  cases  of 
necessity,  when  sprinkling  was  allowed,  which  was  finally 
established  by  law  by  Pope  Stephens  at  Aries  A.  D.  754. 

XIIL  My  thirteenth  source  of  proof  was  the  Versions  of 
the  Old  and  New  Testaments. 

(1).  The  first  Greek  version  of  the  Old  Testament  was  made 
in  the  third  century  before  Christ  by  seventy  learned  Jews. 
They  rendered  tne  verb  taval^  the  word  which  as  invariably  in 
Hebrew  means  to  immerse  as  to  dip  does  in  English — by  bap- 
UdzOj  save  in  one  instance,  where  they  translate  it  figuratively 
"to  dve." 

(2.)  In  the  Syriac-Peschito,  which,  until  the  appearance  of 
the  Curetonian  text,  was  regarded  the  oldest  version  of  the 
New  Testament,  translates  bapiidzo  and  its  derivatives  invari- 
ably by  the  verb  amad  and  its  derivatives ;  and  amad  in  Syriac, 
as  all  standard  lexicographers  testify,  primarily  signifies  to 
immerse.  I  have  put  it  in  proof  that  the  Syrian  Christians 
from  the  first  century  have  immersed.  I  have  put  it  in  proof 
that  at  Edessa,  where  was  their  most  ancient,  their  mother 
church,  a  large  house  called  maaduthUoy  baptistery,  was  erected 
for  the  purpose  of  immersion.  I  have  said  nothing  in  this  dis- 
cussion contradictor}'  of  what  I  wrote  in  my  Edition  of  Stuart  on 
Baptism,  which  any  one  by  comparing  me  can  see,  but  I  have, 
for  the  honor  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  opposed  the  claims  of  the 
Syriac  version  as  equal  with  the  inspired  text,  which  my  oppo- 
lias  pot  ap  for  it,  which  I  regard  as  little  less  than  profane ! 
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God's  word  with  me  is  af>ore  all  that  has  been  written.  Itis  indeed 
an  ancient  version,  but  made  by  aninspired  and  therefore  falli- 
ble men,  and  scarce  to  be  compared  with  the  inspired  text; 
but  all  its  testimony  is  in  support  of  immersion  as  the  only 
act  of  Christian  baptism,  as  is  the  practice  of  the  Synan 
churches  from  the  beginning  until  now. 

And  this  I  have  shown  with  respect  to  every  version  of  the 
New  Testament  made,  whether  in  the  Orient  or  the  Occident, 
ancient  or  modern,  wherever  the  word  has  been  translated^  a 
native  word  being  invariably  used  that  signifies  to  immerse. 

XIV.  My  fourteenth  argument  in  proof  is : 

The  testimony  of  all  the  historians  of  the  Eastern  or  Greek 
Church. 
They  all  say  that  immersion  was  the  primitive  practice. 

XV.  My  fifteenth  is  the  united  voice  of  all  the  historians  of  the 
Latin  or  Bom^an  Catholic  Church. 

XVI.  My  sixteenth  is  the  unbroken  testimony. of  the  historians  of 
the  Church  of  England  xoithout  an  exception. 

XVn.  My  seventeenth  is  the  united  testimony  of  aU  the  histo- 
rians of  the  Lutheran  Church. 

XVin.  My  eighteenth  is  the  accordant  testimony  of  all  the  histo- 
rians of  the  Presbyterian.  Church. 

XEX.  My  nineteenth  is  the  testimony  of  all  the  historians  of  the 
Methodist  Churchy  as  well  as  of  aU  historians  endorsed  by  that  com- 
munion. 

XX.  The  testimony  of  all  the  historians  of  the  Congregational 
Church. 

There  is  the  utmost  accord  among  all  these  that  immersion 
was  the  only  act  of  apostolic  and  primitive  baptism.   ' 

Can  it  be  that  these,  one  and  all,  are  unreliable  ?  Can  it  be 
that  the  unsupported  assertions  of  one  man  will  outweigh 
critical  statements  of  full  one  hundred  of  the  most  eminent 
pedobaptist  scholars  and  all  the  historians  of  seven  different 
denominations  ? 

XXI.  My  twenty.first  argument  in  proof  is  the  conjoint  tes- 
timony of  th%  Fathers  of  the  Reformation,  and  of  Methodism 
itself,  Calvin,  Zuingle,  Luther,  and  Wesley. 

These  four  unitedly  bear  the  same  testimony  that  the  radical 
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and  natural  signification  of  baptidzo  is  to  immerse,  and  that 
immersion  was  the  practice  of  the  first  churches.  Will  Meth- 
odists sufiTer  the  authority  of  their  father  and  founder  to  be 
ranked  as*  inferior  to  the  bare  word  of  a  modem  traveling 
prd&cher?  Will  Presbyterians  admit  that  the  authority  of 
my  opponent  is  superior  to  that  of  their  great  Calvin,  who 
was  indeed  the  first  scholar  of  his  age  ? 

XXn.  My  twenty-secoxd  argument  in  proof  is  the  ad- 
mission OF  twenty- three  of  the  most  eminent  Pedobaptist 
scholars,  commentators  and  critics. 

These  extend  over  a  period  of  three  hundred  consecutive 
3'ears,  embracing  the  ripest  scolarship  of  every  centqry,  includ- 
ing the  first.  Must  the  united  testimony  of  all  these  weigh 
light  as  air,  when  counterpoised  by  the  bare  words  of  one  man  ? 

XX.  Finally,  I  have  presented  the  conjoint  testimony 
of  ten  standard  Cyclopedias. 

These  are  neither  denominational  norpartizan,  but  national 
in  their  character,  establishing  the  fact  that  immersion  was 
the  only  apostolic  and  primitive  act. 

In  view  of  all  these  irrefragible  proofs,  I  conclude  in  the 

language  of  Moses   Stuart,  one  of  the  very  first  Pedobaptist 

scholars  of  his  age  ; 

^*  Bapto  and  baptidzo  mean  to  dip,  plunge,  or  immerse  into  any  liquid. 
All  lexicographers  and  critics  of  any  note  are  agreed  on  this."  *  It  Is,' 
says  Augusti  (Denku.  vii.,  p.,  216),  *  a  thing  made  out,'  viz.,  the  ancient 
practice  of  immersion.  So  indeed  all  the  writers  who  have  thoroughly 
investigated  the  subject  conclude.  I  know  of  no  usage  of  ancient  times 
which  seems  to  be  more  clearly  made  out.  I  caxnot  see  how  it  is  pos- 
sible FOR  AXV  CANDID  MAX  WHO  EXAMINES  THE  SUBJECT  TO  DENY 
THIS."— pp.  51,  149,  150. 

I  therefore,  Mr.  President,  feel  justified  in  saying  that  I 
have  established  my  major  premise  above  all  question  or  con- 
troversy— i.  e.,  that  the  primary,  literal  and  real  signification  of 
baptidzo  is  "  to  immerse,"  an(i  only  "  to  immerse. 

Ergo, 

I  feel  that  I  am  justified  in  saj-ing  that  my  conclusion  is  log- 
ical and  invincible — 

Immersion  was  the  act  which  Christ  commanded  fob 
Christian  baptism.     Q.  E.  D.  ^ 

Mr.  President,  the  additional  time  allowed  to  me  in  closinur 
my  argument,  you  will  grant  to  my  opponent,  if  he  desires  it. 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  NINTEENTH  REPLY. 

Gentlemen  Moderators  : — As  to  those  authorities,  we  have 
offset  them  over  aud  again.  L  As  to  Encyclopedias,  you  will 
notice  : 

1.  How  completely  each  new  one  substantially  copies  the 
former.     Hence  it  is  quite  as  one. 

2.  The  main  ones  simply  copy  Wall,  an  avowed  immersionist, 
and  one  who  never  examined  into  this  question  with  anything 
like  critical  research,  but  spent  his  time  on  the  historic  argu- 
ments on  infant  baptism.  Yet  he  proved  affusion  to  be 
Scriptural. 

3.  Men  are  hired  to  write  the  separate  articles  for  Encyclo- 
pedias, and  immersionists  wrote  these  articles,  following  Wall, 
mainly,  whose  preference  for  dipping  he  openly  avowed. 

4.  They  are  mainly  treating  of  it  as  it  existed  in  days  sub- 
sequent to  the  apostles.  By  primitive  church,  they  mean  the 
earliest  centuries,  contrasting  them  with  the  "  apostolic  church." 
It  is  well  known  that  such  old  Episcopal  and  Catholic  writers 
look  on  what  occurred  in  the  second,  third,  ariS  first  part  of 
the  fourth  century,  as  quite  of  equal  authority  as  if  occurring 
in  apostolic  times.  Hence  the  boldness  of  their  deductions 
as  to  what  was  done  in  Christ's  time.  We  demand  proof  in 
all  these  matters.     Hence : 

5.  These  authorities  had  not  one-tenth  of  the  light  and  facts 
on  this  subject  that  we  to-day  have.  The  Baptists  have  pro- 
claimed and  published  it  to  the  world  that  the  most  eminent 
of  the  scholars  of  the  first  half  of  the  century  Wall  lived  in, 
gave  us  TWENTY  THOUSAND  (20,000)  errors  in  the  version  they 
gave  us.  Hence  the  opinion  of  such  men  is  not  to  be  taken 
as  infallible  by  any  means. 

n.  As  to  the  autliorities  he  quotes,  we  will  firdt  notice  a 
few  of  them,  then  oftset  with  far  superior — almost  infinitely 
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superior  scholars  and  critics,  both  of  a  former  age,  and  of  the 
present. 

1.  Take  Mosheim,  for  the  historians,  as  he  is  the  boldest 
What  proof  does  he  adduce  to  support  his  bold  words  ?  One 
quotation  only — Vossius.  But  Vossius^  living  in  the  seven- 
teenth century,  is  too  late  to  tell  us  anything  we  do  not  know. 
In  the  next  place;  Vossius  held  that  aftusion  was  practiced  in 
the  apostolic  daj',  just  as  Witsius,  Terretinus,  Suicer,  etc.. 
held,  and  gave  ^' adsperffere,^^  sprinkle,  as  a  New  Testament 
meaning  of  baptidzo.  Hence  Mosheim's  partiality  for  immer- 
sion, though  a  Pedobaptist,  led  him  to  suppress,  and  do  in- 
justice to  the  testimony  of  Vossius.  A  great  number  of  the 
authors  Dr.  Graves  quotes,  are  so  little  known,  so  little  read, 
and  of  such  inferior  standing,  we  need  not  quote  but  a  few, 
and  they  shall  be  the  greatest  of  critics — most  of  them  of 
this  age. 

Historians  and  Critics. 

1.  As  you  all  say  lexicographers  are  to  be  tested  by  the 
original  authorities  whence  they  derived  their  information,  so  we 
demand  now,  especially  when  all  historians  are  now  required, 
in  foot  notes,  to  give  the  authorities  they  rely  on  for  state- 
ments. This  is  just.  Hence,  when  Mosheim,  Neander,  etc., 
state  a  point,  we  have  access  to  all  they  had,  and  a  vast  deal 
MORE.     They  never  saw  Hippolytus  when  they  wrote,  e.  g. 

Mosheim  and  Neander  etc.,  rely   mainly  on    Tertidlian — we 

have  seen  his  testimony. 

1.  AiiFOBD. — On  Mark  vii.  4,  8 :  "  The  baptismoi^  as  applied  to  klinoi 
(couches  at  meals)  were  certainly  not  immersions,  but  sprinJdinffs  or 
affusions  of  water."  Luke  xl.  38 :  "  Did  not  imply  necessarily  immersiou 
of  the  whole  body." 

Acts  ii.  41,  vol.  11.  25 :  ^'  Almost  without  doubt,  this  first  baptism  most 
have  been  administered,  as  that  of  the  first  Qentile  converts  was  (see  ch. 
X.  47,  and  note),  by  afi\ision,  or  sprinkling,  not  by  immersion,.^^  (Italies 
His.) 

2.  Beza  is  thus  quoted  by  Dr.  Jndd,  Review  of  M.  Stoarty 
Apen.  to^Dr.  Oraves's  publication,  p.  249.  ^ Ben, aftarvih 
marking  that  baptidzo  properly  means  to  h 
to  icash^  except  as  a  conssqukncb  qf 
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est,  etc. — nor  does  the  signification  of  aniad  which  the  Sjp^ians  use 
for  baptize^  differ  at  aM  from  this, — See  Beza  Ad  not.  in  Marc, 
vii.  4." 

M.  Stuart  shows  that  there  baptidzo  means ''  to  wash,  cleanse 
by  water."  "  Bapto — to  moisten,  wet,  bedew."  He  says  the 
cases  in  Daniel  iv.  and  v.,  *'  make  it  plain  that  the  word  bapto 
was  occasionally  used  to  designate  the  application  of  liquid  or 
moisture  to  the  surface  of  anything,  in  any  way  whatever ; 
whether  of  washing,  or  by  gentle  affusion  of  the  dew.  The 
example  of  Judith  shows  very  clearly  that  washing  of  the  per- 
son may  be  designated  by  baptidzo;  for  into  the  fountain,  in  the 
midst  of  the  camp,  it  is  not  probable  that  she  plunged." 
"We  have  also  seen,  in  Nos.  2,  5,  6,  of  Examples  from  the 
Septuagint  and  Apocrypha,  that  the  word  baptidzo  sometimes 
means  to  wash;  and  bapto  to  moisten,  to  wet,  or  bedew. 
There  is,  then,  no  absolute  certainty  from  usage,  that  the 
word  baptidzOy  when  applied  to  designate  the  rite  of  baptism, 
means  of  course  to  immerse  or  plunge."  "Both  the  classic 
use  and  that  of  the  Septuagint  show  that  washing  and  copious 
affusion  are  sometimes  signified  by  the  word." — Bib.  Ref.,  vol. 
i.  1833,  p.  313. 

He  then  urges  that  Acts  ii.  41,  ix.  x.  43-37 ;  Acts  xvi.  14, 
16,  32,  33,  etc.,  were  all  by  affusion — on  Pentecost  3000,  the 
5000,  the  Jailor,  Paul,  Lydia,  etc. 

Moses  Stuart  further  says  :  "  These  are  all  the  examples  of 

bapto  or  baptidzo  which   can  be  found  in  the  Septuagint  or 

Apocrypha."    From  these  the  reader  will   easily  see,   that 

some  of  the  classical  meanings  of  these  are  not  to  be  found 

in  the  books  aforesaid;  whilst  other  meanings,  viz.,  to  vmsh^  to 

bedeWj  or  moisten,  are  more  clearly  and  fully  exhibited."    Page 

69.     His  result  is:  "We  do  obey  the  command  to  baptize, 

when  we  do  it  by  affusion  or  sprinkling."    Page  195. 

BAUMaABTEN. — "  The  baptism  of  Saul  followed  immediately  the  receiv- 
ing of  his  sight,  is  baptized  by  means  of  the  water  poured  upon  Attw." — 
Com.  on  Acts  ix.  1,  86,  vol.  i.,  p.  23&-9. 

"With  a  part  of  the  same  water  [used  in  washing  their  stripes],  the 
keep^  of  the  prison  and  all  his  were  baptized  *  *  without  the  dipping  of 
^te  whole  body,  in  the  open  nmning  water.'' — Vol.  il.  134. 

Ti On  John  ilL 2&-27 :  "The  dispute  r**i«tpH  to h«T>ti«i»^— -'•'•f^'f* 
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Greek  Fathers  iuid  Bishops,  to  whom  Greek  was  vernacular, 
and  every  one  bore  witness  that  bapiidzOy  naturally  signified 
only  to  ininiei'se,  and  that  immersion  was  the  sole  and  univer- 
sal practice  of  the  apostolic  churches,  and  to  this  I  added  the 
invariable  practice  of  the  Greek  church  from  the  fourth  cen- 
tury until  now. 

XII.  My  twelfth  argument  was  from  the  testimony  of  all 
the  Latiji  Fathers,  from  Tertullian  downward,  and  they  one 
and  all  understood  baptldzo  to  signify  rnergOy  immergoy  tingOjOnd 
intingo,  to  sink  in,  to  immerse,  to  dip,  to  dip  in,  and  that  im- 
mersion was  the  univesal  practice  of  the  primitive  churches; 
and  to  this  I  added  the  uniform  practice  of  the  Latin  or 
Romam  Catholic  church  for  1800  years,  except  in  cases  of 
necessity,  when  sprinkling  was  allowed,  which  was  finally 
established  by  law  by  Pope  Stephens  at  Aries  A.  D.  754. 

XIII.  My  thirteenth  source  of  proof  was  the  Versions  of 
the  Old  and  New  Testaments. 

(1).  The  first  Greek  version  of  the  Old  Testament  was  made 
in  the  third  century  before  Christ  by  seventy  learned  Jews. 
They  rendered  the  verb  taval^  the  word  which  as  invariably  iu 
Hebrew  means  to  immerse  as  to  dip  does  in  English — ^by  bap- 
tidzo,  save  in  one  instance,  where  they  translate  it  figuratively 
"to  dye." 

(2.)  In  the  Syriac-Peschito,  which,  until  the  appearance  of 
the  Curetonian  text,  was  regarded  the  oldest  version  of  the 
New  Testament,  translates  bapHdzo  and  its  derivatives  invari- 
abl}'  by  the  verb  amad  and  its  derivatives;  and amad  in  Syriac, 
as  all  standard  lexicographers  testify,  primarily  signifies  to 
immerse.  I  have  put  it  in  proof  that  the  Syrian  Christians 
from  the  first  century  have  immersed,  I  have  put  it  in  proof 
that  at  Edessa,  where  was  their  most  ancient,  their  mother 
church,  a  large  house  called  maaduthitOy  baptistery,  was  erected 
for  the  purpose  of  immersion.  I  have  said  nothing  in  this  dis- 
cussion contradictory  of  w^hat  I  wrote  in  my  Edition  of  Stuart  on 
Baptism,  which  any  one  by  comparing  me  can  see,  but  I  have, 
for  the  honor  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  opposed  the  claims  of  the 
Syriac  version  as  equal  with  the  inspired  text,  which  my  oppo- 
nent has  put  up  for  it,  which  I  regard  as  little  less  than  profane  I 
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It  was  "  formerly,"  in  a  day  when  they  who  did  so  held  it  to 
be  that  "  they  may  be  cleansed  from  the  pollution  of  5tn,"  and 
"  which  they  call  [the  rite]  of  inUiation.'^  Yes,  exactly  so.  Co- 
nant  quotes  scores  of  such  places  where  they  call  it  all  of  this, 
but  it  is  hundreds  of  years  after  Christ  in  every  case.  It  was 
when  the  jargon  of  the  dark  ages  was  developed. 

3.  When  they  by  baptism  professed  to  receive  them  "  into 
the  covenant  of  grace  and  heirs  of  eternal  life."  Then  is  when 
they  immersed  formerly  as  now  they  sprinkle.  So  says  Stokius. 
But  no  Scripture  can  be  adduced  for  this.  It  was  simply 
"FORMERLY."  Now  let  US  havc  his  New  Testament  use  and  defi- 
nition. 

Stokius,  "baptidzo,  lavo^  baptidzoy  passive,  luoiy  lavoi.    I  wash, 

I  baptize.     Passive,  I  am  wash  ad,  cleansed."    Here  he  cites 

New  Testament  texts.    He  then  gives  the  classic  use  and  his 

idea  of  its  philology. 

'^Generally,  and  by  the  force  of  the  verb,  it  obtains  the  sense  of  dipping 
or  plunging.  SpeciaUy,  (a)  properly  it  is  to  immerse  in  water.  Tropical- 
ly (1)  by  a  metalepsiSj  it  is  to  wash  or  cleanse,  because  anything  is  accus- 
tomed to  be  dipped  or  immersed  in  water  that  it  may  be  waited  or  cleansed, 
although  also  the  washing  or  cleansing  can  be,  and  generally  is  efiteted 
by  SPRINKLING  the  water.    Mark  vii.  4;  Luke  xi.  38." 

Henceit  is  translated  sprinkle. 

Here,  then,  we  have  the  unanimous  support  of  all  these  lexi- 
cons, while  not  one  supports  Dr.  Graves's  position. 

4*  Next  come  the  native  Greek  lexicographers,  Kouma  and 
Gazes,  who  studied  Greek  classics  also  in  Germany,  and  was 
distinguished  with  great  honors  for  his  erudition.  He  gives 
it  "shed  forth,  sprinkle,"  "pour  upon"  (epichuiio),  "wash  either 
the  person  or  hands,"  while  Kouma  gives  "besprinkle,  shed 
forth" — {breehoy  katahrecho).  Euthymus,  a  learned  Greek,  trans- 
lates baptidzo  rantidzo  sprinkle,  in  the  4th  century.  It  is  trans- 
lated rantidzo  sprinkle  by  two  learned  Greeks  who  copied  the 
New  Testament,  about  A.  D.  331.  It  is  translated  sprinkle  bj' 
eight  others — all  Greeks  before  the  language  died.  Why  this 
great  flurry  over  Stokius  doing  so  in  the  light  of  these  facts? 
Why  such  writhing  over  Stokius  doing  so  when  the  most 
learned  men  in  Greek  that  ever  lived  or  died  in  the  church, 
Origen,  a  native  Greek,  who  wrote  50  folio  volumes  in  Greek, 
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Greek  Fathers  iuid  Bishops,  to  whom  Greek  was  vernacular, 
and  every  one  bore  witness  that  bapiUlzOy  naturally  signified 
only  to  immerse,  and  that  immersion  was  the  sole  and  univer- 
sal practice  of  the  apostolic  churches,  and  to  this  I  added  the 
invariable  practice  of  the  Greek  church  from  the  fourth  cen- 
tury until  now. 

XIl.  My  twelfth  argument  was  from  the  testimony  of  all 
the  Latisi  Fathers,  from  Tertullian  downward,  and  they  one 
and  all  understood  baptidzo  to  signify  mergo,  immergo^  tingo^and 
intingOj  to  sink  in,  to  immerse,  to  dip,  to  dip  in,  and  that  im- 
mersion was  the  univesal  practice  of  the  primitive  churches; 
and  to  this  I  added  the  uniform  practice  of  the  Latin  or 
Romam  Catholic  church  for  1800  years,  except  in  cases  of 
necessity,  when  sprinkling  was  allowed,  which  was  finally 
established  by  law  by  Pope  Stephens  at  Aries  A.  D.  754. 

XIIL  My  thirteenth  source  of  proof  was  the  Versions  of 
the  Old  and  New  Testaments. 

(1).  The  first  Greek  version  of  the  Old  Testament  was  made 
in  the  third  century  before  Christ  by  seventy  learned  Jews. 
They  rendered  the  verb  taval^  the  word  which  as  invariably  in 
Hebrew  means  to  immerse  as  to  dip  does  in  English — by  bap- 
tidzOj  save  in  one  instance,  where  they  translate  it  figuratively 
"to  dve." 

(2.)  In  the  Syriac-Peschito,  which,  until  the  appearance  of 
the  Curetonian  text,  was  regarded  the  oldest  version  of  the 
New  Testament,  translates  baptidzo  and  its  derivatives  invari- 
ably by  the  verb  amad  and  its  derivatives ;  and  amad  in  Syriac, 
as  all  standard  lexicographers  testify,  primarily  signifies  to 
immerse.  I  have  put  it  in  proof  that  the  Syrian  Christians 
from  the  first  century  have  immersed.  I  have  put  it  in  proof 
that  at  Edessa,  where  was  their  most  ancient,  their  mother 
church,  a  large  house  called  maaduthitOy  baptistery,  was  erected 
for  the  purpose  of  immersion.  I  have  said  nothing  in  this  dis- 
cussion contradictor}'  of  w^hat  I  wrote  in  my  Edition  of  Stuart  on 
Baptism,  which  any  one  by  comparing  me  can  see,  but  I  have, 
for  the  honor  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  opposed  the  claims  of  the 
Syriac  version  as  equal  with  the  inspired  text,  which  my  oppo- 
nent has  put  up  for  it,  which  I  regard  as  little  less  than  profane! 
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God's  word  with  me  is  above  all  that  has  been  written.  It  is  indeed 
an  ancient  version,  bat  made  by  uninspired  and  therefore  falli- 
ble men,  and  scarce  to  be  compared  with  the  inspired  text; 
bat  all  its  testimony  is  in  support  of  immersion  as  the  only 
act  of  Christian  baptism,  as  is  the  practice  of  the  Syrian 
churches  from  the  beginning  until  now. 

And  this  I  have  shown  with  respect  to  every  version  of  the 
New  Testament  made,  whether  in  the  Orient  or  the  Occident, 
ancient  or  modern,  wherever  the  word  has  been  tramlatedy  a 
native  word  being  invariably  used  that  signifies  to  immerse. 

XIV.  My  fourteenth  argument  in  proof  is : 

The  testimony  of  all  the  historians  of  the  Eastern  or  Greek 
Church. 
They  all  say  that  immersion  was  the  primitive  practice. 

XV.  My  fifteenth  is  the  united  voice  of  all  the  historians  of  the 
Latin  or  Roman  Catholic  Church. 

XVI.  My  sixteenth  is  the  unbroken  testimony. of  the  historians  of 
the  Church  of  England  without  an  exception. 

XVn.  My  seventeenth  is  the  united  testimony  of  aU  the  histo- 
rians of  the  Lutha^an  Church, 

XVin.  My  eighteenth  is  the  accordant  testimony  of  all  the  histo- 
rians  of  the  Presbyterian.  Church. 

XIX.  My  nineteenth  is  the  testimony  of  all  the  historians  of  the 
Methodist  Churchy  as  well  as  of  aU  historians  endorsed  by  that  com- 
munion. 

XX.  The  testimony  of  aU  the  historians  of  the  Congregational 
Church. 

There  is  the  utmost  accord  among  all  these  that  immersion 
was  the  only  act  of  apostolic  and  primitive  baptism.   ' 

C^n  it  be  that  these,  one  and  all,  are  unreliable  ?  Can  it  be 
that  the  unsupported  assertions  of  one  man  will  outweigh 
critical  statements  of  full  one  hundred  of  the  most  eminent 
pedobaptist  scholars  and  all  the  historians  of  seven  different 
denominations  ? 

XXI.  My  twenty-first  argument  in  proof  is  the  conjoint  tes- 
timony of  thl  Fathers  of  the  Reformation,  and  of  Methodism 
itaelf,  Calvin,  Zuingle,  Luther,  and  Wesley. 

These  four  unitedly  bear  the  same  testimony  that  the  radical 
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and  natural  signification  of  baptidzo  is  to  immerse,  and  that 
immersion  was  the  practice  of  the  first  churches.  Will  Meth- 
odists sufiTer  the  authority  of  their  father  and  founder  to  be 
ranked  as-  inferior  to  the  bare  word  of  a  modern  traveling 
prdicher?  Will  Presbyterians  admit  that  the  authority  of 
my  opponent  is  superior  to  that  of  their  great  Calvin,  who 
was  indeed  the  first  scholar  of  his  age  ? 

XXII.  My  twenty-second  argument  in  proof  is  the  ad- 
mission OF  TWENTY- three  OF  THE  MOST  EMINENT  PEDOBAPTIST 
scholars,  COMMENTATORS  AND  CRITICS. 

These  extend  over  a  period  of  three  hundred  consecutive 
3'ears,  embracing  the  ripest  scolarship  of  every  century,  includ- 
ing the  first.  Must  the  united  testimony  of  all  these  weigh 
light  as  air,  w^hen  counterpoised  by  the  bare  words  of  one  man  ? 

XX.    Finally,  I  have  presented  the  conjoint  testimony 

OF  TEN  STANDARD  CYCLOPEDIAS. 

These  are  neither  denominational  nor  partizan,  but  national 
in  their  character,  establishing  the  fact  that  immersion  was 
the  only  apostolic  and  primitive  act 

In  view  of  all  these  irrefragible  proofs,  I  conclude  in  the 

language  of  Moses   Stuart,  one  of  the  very  first  Pedobaptist 

scholars  of  his  age  ; 

*'  Bapto  and  baptidzo  mean  to  dip,  plunge,  or  immerse  into  any  liquid. 
All  lexicographers  and  critics  of  any  note  are  agreed  on  this."  '  It  is,* 
says  Augusti  (Denku.  vii.,  p.,  216),  *  a  thing  made  out,'  viz.,  the  ancient 
practice  of  immersion.  So  indeed  all  the  writers  who  have  thoroughly 
investigated  the  subject  conclude.  I  know  of  no  usage  of  ancient  times 
which  seems  to  be  more  clearly  made  out.  I  cannot  see  how  it  is  pos- 
sible FOR  AXY  CANDID  MAN  WHO  EXAMINES  THE  SUBJECT  TO  DENY 
THIS."— pp.  51,  149,  150. 

I  therefore,  Mr.  President,  feel  justified  in  saying  that  I 
have  established  my  major  premise  above  all  question  or  con- 
troversy— i.  e.,  that  the  primary,  literal  and  real  signification  of 
baptidzo  is  "  to  immerse,"  and  only  "  to  immerse. 

Ergo, 

I  feel  that  I  am  justified  in  saying  that  my  conclusion  is  log- 
ical and  invincible — 

Immersion  was  the  act  which  Chript  commanded  fob 
Christian  baptism.     Q.  E.  D.  ^ 

Mr.  President,  the  additional  time  allowed  to  me  in  closing 
my  argument,  you  will  grant  to  my  opponent,  if  he  desires  it 


Mode  of  Baptism.  533 


DR.  DITZLER'S  NINTEENTH  REPLY. 

Gentlemen  Moderators  : — An  to  those  authorities,  we  have 
offset  them  over  aud  again.  I.  As  to  Encyclopedias,  you  will 
notice : 

1.  How  completely  each  new  one  substantially  copies  the 
former.    Hence  it  is  quite  as  one. 

2.  The  main  ones  simply  copy  WaMy  an  avowed  immersionist, 
and  one  who  never  examined  into  this  question  with  anything 
like  critical  research,  but  spent  his  time  on  the  historic  argu- 
ments on  infant  baptism.  Yet  he  proved  affusion  to  be 
Scriptural. 

3.  Men  are  hired  to  write  the  separate  articles  for  Encyclo- 
pedias, and  immersionists  wrote  these  articles,  following  Wall, 
mainly,  whose  preference  for  dipping  he  openly  avowed. 

4.  They  are  mainly  treating  of  it  as  it  existed  in  days  sub- 
sequent to  the  apostles.  By  primitive  church,  they  mean  the 
earliest  centuries,  contrasting  them  with  the  "  apostolic  church." 
It  is  well  known  that  such  old  Episcopal  and  Catholic  writers 
look  on  what  occurred  in  the  second,  third,  an^  first  part  of 
the  fourth  century,  as  quite  of  equal  authority  as  if  occurring 
in  apostolic  times.  Hence  the  boldness  of  their  deductions 
as  to  what  was  done  in  Christ's  time.  We  demand  proof  in 
aU  these  matters.    Hence : 

5.  These  authorities  had  not  one-tenth  of  the  light  and  facts 
on  this  subject  that  we  to-day  have.  The  Baptists  have  pro- 
claimed and  published  it  to  the  world  that  the  most  eminent 
of  the  scholars  of  the  first  half  of  the  century  Wall  lived  in, 
gave  us  TWENTY  THOUSAND  (20,000)  errors  in  the  version  they 
gave  us.  Hence  the  opinion  of  such  men  is  not  to  be  taken 
as  infallible  by  any  means. 

n.  As  to  the  autliorities  he  quotes,  we  will  firdt  notice  a 
few  of  them,  then  offset  with  far  superior — almost  infinitely 
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superior  scholars  and  critics,  both  of  a  former  age,  and  of  the 
present. 

1.  Take  Mosheim,  for  the  historians,  as  he  is  the  boldest 
What  proof  does  he  adduce  to  support  his  bold  words  ?  One 
quotation  only — Vossius.  But  Vossius,  living  in  the  seven- 
teenth century,  is  too  late  to  tell  us  anything  we  do  not  know. 
In  the  next  place,  Vossius  held  that  aftusion  was  practiced  in 
the  apostolic  day,  just  as  Witsius,  Terretinus,  Suicer,  etc.. 
held,  and  gave  "  adspergere^^^  sprinkle,  as  a  New  Testament 
meaning  of  baptidzo.  Hence  Mosheim's  partiality  for  immer- 
sion, though  a  Pedobaptist,  led  him  to  suppress,  and  do  in- 
justice to  the  testimony  of  Vossius.  A  great  number  of  the 
authors  Dr.  Graves  quotes,  are  so  little  known,  so  little  read, 
and  of  such  inferior  standing,  we  need  not  quote  but  a  few, 
and  they  shall  be  the  greatest  of  critics — most  of  them  of 
this  age. 

Historians  and  Critics. 

1.  As  you  all  say  lexicographers  are  to  be  tested  by  the 
original  authorities  whence  they  derived  their  information,  so  we 
demand  now,  especially  when  all  historians  are  now  required, 
in  foot  notes,  to  give  the  authorities  they  rely  on  for  state- 
ments. This  is  just  Hence,  when  Mosheim,  Neander,  etc., 
state  a  point,  we  have  access  to  all  they  had,  and  a  vast  deal 
MORE.     They  never  saw  Hippolytus  when  they  wrote,  e.  g. 

Mosheim  and  Neander  etc.,  rely   mainly  on    Tertidlian — we 

have  seen  his  testimony. 

1.  Alfobd. — On  Mark  vii.  4,  8:  "The  bapti^moi^  as  applied  to  kfinai 
(couches  at  meals)  were  certainly  not  immersions,  but  sprinJdinffs  or 
affusions  of  water."  Luke  xl.  38 :  "  Did  not  imply  neceesarily  immersion 
of  the  whole  body." 

Acts  ii.  41,  vol.  ii.  25 :  "  Almost  without  doubt,  this  first  baptism  must 
have  been  administered,  as  that  of  the  first  Gentile  converts  was  (see  ch. 
X.  47,  and  note),  by  afi\ision^  or  sprinkling,  not  by  immersion., ^^  (Italics 
His.) 

2.  Beza  is  thus  quoted  by  Dr.  Judd,  Review  of  M.  Stuart, 
Apen.  to  Dr.  Qraves's  publication,  p.  249.  "  Beza,  after  re- 
marking that  baptidzo  properly  means  to  immerse^  and  never 
to  washy  except  as  a  consequence  of  immerse^  says  Nee  alia 
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est,  etc. — nor  doe^  tlie  sigmjication  of  aniad  which  the  Syiians  use 
for  baptizey  differ  at  aU  from  this. — See  Beza  Aiiuot.  in  Marc, 
vii.  4." 

M.  Stuart  shows  that  there  baptidzo  means ''  to  wash,  cleanse 
by  water."  "  Bapto — to  moisten,  wet,  bedew."  He  says  the 
cases  in  Daniel  iv.  and  v.,  *'  make  it  plain  that  the  word  bapio 
was  occasionally  used  to  designate  the  application  of  liquid  or 
moisture  to  the  surface  of  anything,  in  any  way  whatever ; 
whether  of  washing,  or  by  gentle  affusion  of  the  dew.  The 
example  of  Judith  shows  very  clearly  that  washing  of  the  per- 
son may  be  designated  by  baptidzo;  for  into  the  fountain,  in  the 
midst  of  the  camp,  it  is  not  probable  that  she  plunged." 
"We  have  also  seen,  in  Nos.  2,  5,  6,  of  Examples  from  the 
Septuagint  and  Apocrypha,  that  the  word  baptidzo  sometimes 
means  to  wash;  and  bapto  to  moisten,  to  wet,  or  bedew\ 
There  is,  then,  no  absolute  certainty  from  usage,  that  the 
word  baptidzOy  when  applied  to  designate  the  rite  of  baptism, 
means  of  course  to  immerse  or  plunge."  "Both  the  classic 
use  and  that  of  the  Septuagint  show  that  washing  and  copious 
affusion  are  sometimes  signified  by  the  word." — Bib.  Ref.,  vol. 
i.  1833,  p.  313. 

He  then  urges  that  Acts  ii.  41,  ix.  x.  43-37 ;  Acts  xvi.  14, 
16,  32,  33,  etc.,  were  all  by  affusion — on  Pentecost  3000,  the 
5000,  the  Jailor,  Paul,  Lydia,  etc. 

Moses  Stuart  further  says  :  "  These  are  all  the  examples  of 

bapto  or  baptidzo  which   can  be  found  in  the  Septuagint  or 

Apocrypha."    From  these  the  reader  will   easily   see,   that 

some  of  the  classical  meanings  of  these  aro  not  to  be  found 

in  the  books  aforesaid ;  whilst  other  meanings,  viz.,  to  wash^  to 

bedeWy  or  moisten^  are  more  clearly  and  fully  exhibited."    Page 

69.     His  result  is :  "  We  do  obey  the  command  to  baptize, 

when  we  do  it  by  affusion  or  sprinkling."     Page  196. 

Baumgarten. — "  The  baptism  of  Saul  followed  immediately  the  receiv- 
ing of  his  sight,  is  baptized  by  means  of  the  water  poured  upon  Atm." — 
Com.  on  Acts  ix.  1,  86,  vol.  i.,  p.  238-9. 

*' With  a  part  of  the  same  water  [used  in  washing  their  stripes],  the 
keeper  of  the  prison  and  all  his  were  baptized  *  *  without  the  dipping  of 
the  whole  body,  in  the  open  running  water." — Vol.  ii.  134. 

Olshausen,  On  John  iiL  25-27 :  **  The  dispute  r^i?>tpd  to  bmiH«"^— i-i/a-m 
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ritmos  [purification]  equivalent  to  bapUamaJ*^  This  was  alwa^^  by  sprink- 
ling. See  John  ii.  6 ;  Ueb.  ix.  13 ;  Mark  viL  4.  '*  Ablutions  of  all  sorts  *  * 
baptUmos  is  heie,  as  in  Hebrews  ix.  10,  ablution,  washing  generally."  He 
considers  that  in  Acts  ii.  41,  the  3000  were  baptized  by  **  sprinkling.'' 

Bengkl. — "'  Immersion  in  bapUsm,  or  at  least  the  sprinkling  of  water 
upon  the  person,''  etc 

Fairbairs. — "The  'diverse'  evidently  points  to  the  several  uses  of 
water,  such  as  we  know  to  have  actually  existed  under  the  law,  aprmkUn^ 
tixuhim,Sj  bathiiigi,^^ — Hermet,  Manual,  Art,  bapUdzo. 

Bloomfield,  on  Mark  vli.  4:  ^'AV ashing  of  the  hands  before  men- 
tioned, in  wlijcn,  however,  is  not  imphed.  immersion.*'.  Acts  viiL  38: 
*'Paihp  seems  to  have  taken  up  water  with  his  hands  and  poured  it  copi- 
ously on  the  Eunuch- s  head.'' 

Geo.  HiLXu — '*  Both  hprinkling  and  immersion  are  implied  in  the  word 
baptazo," — LccU  on  i)iv.  t>6y. 

A.  Clake. — *'  Were  the  people  dipped  or  sprinkled?  for  it  is  certain 
bapto  and  uu^ttuzo  mean  boUi." — On  Mutt.  iii.  U. 

J.  WEfciJLKY. — **Tne  Greek  word  [for  baptize]  means  indifferently  either 
washing  or  sprinkhug." — Notes  on  Mark  vii.  7. 

•Steir  coiijiiders  that  uu  Pentecost  they  were  baptized  by 
spriukliug.     Ltcben  Jcsu. 

ABCHB1BH.OV  Ke^'drick,  Catholic,  so  often  misrepresented,  says, 
quoting  Augusiiue's  words:  *' Unless  wlieat  bo  ground,  and  sprinkled 
with  water,  it  cannot  come  to  that  form  wnich  is  called  bread 
So  you,  also,  were  first  groimd  as  it  were  by  mystic  exorcisms.  Then  was 
added  baptism :  ye  were  as  it  were  spnukicd^  that  ye  might  come  to  the  form 
of  bread."  ^  On  tiiis  Keudrick  says :  **St.  Augustine  remarks  ♦  *  spriukled 
with  water  [quothig  tiie  above].  In  like  manner  [again  quoting  the 
alx>ve].  This  btiiig  audrebsed  generally  to  tlie  faithful,  most  of  whom  were 
solemnly  baptized,  leads  us  to  infer  that  even  in  solemn  baptism,  asper- 
sion was  often  used,  water  beuig  sprinkled  on  the  candidate  while  he  stood 
deeply  immersed."  r 

On  Hebrews  ix.  10,  Archbp.  Keudrick  again  says:  ^*St.  Paul  calls  the 
various  ablutioUd  oi  tlie  ola  law,  many  of  which  were  by  aspersion,  dictra 
baptisms.  ^  ^  Thus  it  appears  manifest  that  the  term  was  in  hi>  time,  used 
indiscriminately  for  all  Kinds  of  ablution." — 188  . 

Doddridge. — ''Hebrews  ix.  10,  and  in  different  baptisms  or  washings, 
either  of  the  whole  body  or  a  part  of  it  in  water,  as  difierent  occasions 
demanded."  ''I  see  no  proof  that  it  (immersion;  was  essential  to  the  in- 
stitution."— Com.  in  loc.  and  Acts  viii.  38. 

Ou  Acts  viii.  38,  he  supposes  Philip  poured  the  water  ou 
him. 

♦Sermon  CKJ  xxviii.,  ad  Inf.  de  Sacram.  1417. 
tK.  on  Bap.  156,  Ed.  1852. 
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Cabpzoo,  Issagoge,  p.  10S5:  '*  Baptism  is  a  Greek  word,  and  in  itself 
means  a  washing,  in  whatever  way  performed,  whether  by  immersion 
in  water,  or  by  aspersion.  *  ♦  It  is  not  restricted  to  immersion'  or  asper- 
sion ;  hence  it  has  been  a  matter  of  indifference  from  the  beginning 
whether  to  administer  bapUsm  by  immersion  or  by  pouring  of  water." — 
Page  330. 

Gerhabd,  of  whom  the  great  Tholuck  says :  ''  The  most  learned,  and 
with  the  learned,  the  most  beloved  among  the  heroes  of  Lutheran  ortho- 
doxy," says:  *'  Whether  a  man  is  baptized  by  immersion  into  water,  or 
by  sprinkling,  or  applying  the  water  to  him,  it  is  the  same." — Loc. 
Theol.  ix.  137. 

Beinhard. — "Earthly  or  perceptible,  pure  natural  water  in  which  a 
person  is  immersed,  or  with  which  he  is  partially  sprinkled,  is  the  baptism 
instituted  by  Christ"— Dogmat  570,  572  also. 

LiOHTFOOT. — "The  word,  therefore,  baptismom  (washings),  applied  to  all 
these  [people,  vessels,  beds,  Mark  vii.  4,]  properly,  and  strictly,  is  not  to 
be  taken  of  dipping  or  plunging  [italics  his],  but,  in  respect  of  some  things, 
of  washing  only,  and,  in  respect  of  others,  of  sprinkling  only." — Hjt'cb 
Heh.  et  2al.  ii.  419. 

It  is  useless  to  pile  up  authorities  that  can  be  multiplied 
almost  endlessly.  Let  it  be  remembered,  we  have  selected 
the  moirt  eminent  of  their  respective  ages  in  the  department 
of  philology.  Olshauseu,  Baumgarten,  Altord,  A.  Clarke, 
Stier,  Fairbairn,  Tholuck,  Bloomlield,  Stuart,  had  no  superiors 
— all  belong  to  this  century,  and  all,  save  one  or  two,  to  our 
age.     Not  one  is  quoted  from  second  luind. 

[The  above  is  put  in,  as  Dr.  Graves  and  I  agreed,  neither 
of  us  having  read  our  authors,  of  the  above  class,  connectedly 
iu  debate]. 

We  now  have  no  time  to  notice  little  points,  the  debate  is 
to  be  settled  by  the  real  facts  in  the  case,  the  science  of  lan- 
guage, the  laws  of  philology.  To  this  all  scholars  are  agreed. 
I  can  only  give  a  few  of  my  many  points  and  facts  in  the  short 
space  of  half  an  hour.     Then  we  came  to  the  Greek.     Here 

I.  We  appealed  to  the  lexicons. 

1.  The  Greek  Lexicography  was  developed  in  the  West— 
in  England  and  France  by  Budaeus,  Stephanus,  Scapula  and 
Constantine — all  immersionists — under  immersion  laws  and 
practices,  wJiich  continued  in  force,  even  for  long  years  after 
this.     Superstition  added  to  the  intensity  of  popular  prejudice 
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iu  favor  of  immersiou.  All  subsequcut  lexicons  tili  Passow, 
Schneider's  larger  work,  Rost  aud  Palm,  were  only  servile 
abridgmeutd  of  Stephanus  and  Scapula,  Scapula  au  abndg- 
ment  of  Stephanus.  Ilence  all  prejudice  was  on  the  side  of 
immersion  up  to  our  age. 

2.  All  this  class  of  lexicons — the  better  ones — 

(1).  Give  "merse,  immerse"  for  the  classic  use  and  "over- 
whelm." 

(2).  They  never  give  "immerse"  as  a  New  Testament  use  at 
all — not  one  of  them. 

(3).  They  never  give  dip  as  either  a  classic  or  New  Testa- 
ment use.  Dip  came  in  under  the  later,  loose  definitions  of 
the  middle  age  of  lexicography  when  the  silly  conceit  took 
the  brains  of  some  that  it  was  a  frequentative^  as  Dr.  Graves 
told  us  truly. 

(4).  They  all  give  as  its  only  New  Testament  use  aMtco,  iiw— 
abluo  is  cleanse,  lavo  is  wash,  besprinkle. 

This  is  the  old,  unscientific  body  of  lexicons.  They  all  sup- 
port our  practice — are  against  Dr.  Graves. 

3.  Next  came  the  mass  of  lexicons  of  the  old  school,  now 
known  as  empirical,  yet  good,  not  scientific,  but  valuable. 
We  produced  a  part  of  these,  Schaetzennius,  Suicer,  Stokius, 
Schleusner,  etc.,  etc., — an  armed  host.  Every  one  of  them 
gave  either  sprinkle,  pour,  sprinkle  and  pour,  or  a  word  equiv- 
alent to  both.  Here  let  us  quote  Stokius  once  more  in  full 
both  on  the  noun  where  A.  Campbell  and  Dr.  Graves  rely  on 
him,  then  on  the  verb,  and  see  if  he  contradicts  himself  or 
supports  Dr.  Graves.     I  take  Dr.  Graves's  own  rendering  of  it 

*'Baptisma.  1.  Generally,  and  by  force  of  the  original  it  denotes  im- 
mersion or  dipping.  2.  Specially,  a.  Properly,  it  denotes  the  immer- 
sion or  dipping  of  a  thing  in  water,  that  it  may  be  cleansed  or  washed. 
Hence,  it  is  transferred  to  designate  the  first  sacrament  of  the  New  Test*- 
ment,  which  they  call  of  initiation,  namely  baptism,  in  which  those  to  be 
baptized  were,  formerly  immersed  into  water ;  thou^  at  this  time  the  wa- 
ter is  only  sprinkled  upon  them,  that  they  may  be  deansed  fh>m  the 
pollution  of  sin,  receive  the  remission  of  it,  and  be  reoeived  into  the  cove- 
nant of  grace,  as  heirs  of  eternal  life.'' 

Note  here — 

1.  No  text  of  the  Bibk  is  given  to  support  thitf — ^^formaijf 
immersed." 
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It  was  "  formerly,"  in  a  day  when  they  who  did  so  held  it  to 
be  that  "  they  may  be  cleansed  from  the  pollution  of  sin" and 
"  which  they  call  [the  rite]  of  initiation."  Yes,  exactly  so.  Co- 
nant  quotes  scores  of  sach  places  where  they  call  it  all  of  this, 
but  it  is  hundreds  of  years  after  Christ  in  every  case.  It  was 
when  the  jargon  of  the  dark  ages  was  developed. 

3.  When  they  by  baptism  professed  to  receive  them  "  into 
the  covenant  of  grace  and  heirs  of  eternal  life."  Then  is  when 
they  immersed  formerly  as  now  they  sprinkle.  So  says  Stokius. 
But  no  Scripture  can  be  adduced  for  this.  It  was  simply 
"formerly."  Now  let  us  have  )i\^New  Testament  use  and  defi- 
nition. 

Stokius,  "baptidzo,  lavo^  baptidzoy  passive,  luoiy  lavoi.    I  wash, 

I  baptize.     Passive,  I  am  wash  2d,  cleansed."    Here  he  cites 

New  Testament  texts.    He  then  gives  the  classic  use  and  his 

idea  of  its  philology. 

* 'Generally,  and  by  the  force  of  the  verb,  it  obtains  the  sense  of  dipping 
or  plunging.  Specially,  (a)  properly  it  is  to  immerse  in  water.  Tropical- 
ly (1)  by  a  metalepais^  it  is  to  wash  or  cleanse,  because  anything  is  accus- 
tomed to  be  dipped  or  immersed  in  water  that  it  may  be  washed  or  cleansed, 
although  also  the  washing  or  cleansing  can  be,  and  generally  is  efl^ted 
by  sPRiNKLixo  the  water.    Mark  vii.  4;  Luke  xi.  38." 

Hence  it  is  translated  sprinkle. 

Here,  then,  we  have  the  unanimous  support  of  all  these  lexi- 
cons, while  not  one  supports  Dr.  Qraves's  position. 

4*  Next  come  the  native  Greek  lexicographers,  Kouma  and 
Gazes,  who  studied  Greek  classics  also  in  Germany,  and  was 
distinguished  with  great  honors  for  his  erudition.  He  gives 
it  "shed  forth,  sprinkle,"  "pour  upon"  (epichuno),  "wash  either 
the  person  or  hands,"  while  Kouma  gives  "besprinkle,  shed 
forth" — (brechoy  katabrecho).  Euth^'mus,  a  learned  Greek,  trans- 
lates baptidzo  rantidzo  sprinkle,  in  the  4th  century.  It  is  trans- 
lated rantidzo  sprinkle  hy  two  learned  Greeks  who  copied  the 
New  Testament,  about  A.  D.  331.  It  is  translated  sprinkle  by 
eight  others — all  Greeks  before  the  language  died.  Why  this 
great  flurry  over  Stokius  doing  so  in  the  light  of  these  facts? 
Why  such  writhing  over  Stokius  doing  so  when  the  most 
learned  men  in  Greek  that  ever  lived  or  died  in  the  church, 
Origen,  a  native  Greek,  who  wrote  50  folio  volumes  in  Greek, 
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born  only  84  years  after  John's  death,  translated  bapto  by  radio 
'^Sprinkle,"  as  well  as  Irenseus  born  before  John  died,  and 
Hippoly  tus,  all  Greeks  of  great  leaning  of  the  second  and  third 
centuries  ?  You  say  bapto  and  baptidzo  are  the  same  in  meaning. 
Seven  of  the  ancient,  best  and  learned  versions  of  antiqni^ 
do  the  same.  They  received  the  nnaimous  support  of  the  whole 
church. 

5.  We  then  come  to  the  more  critical,  scientific  lexicons. 
While  Schneider  gives  immerse  as  a  classic  meaning,  he  gives 
brecho^  shed  or  pour  fourth,  sprinkle,  as  its  g^mercU  meaning. 
Passow  gives  "immerse,  submerse"  as  classic  meanings,  as 
well  as  ''wet,  moisten,  sprinkle,  intoxicate,"  then  says  ''gener- 
ally, to  sprinkle  upon  to  pour  upon,  to  overwhelm,  etc." 

RosT  and  Palm  give  ''immerse,  sabmer3e.  wet,  moisten, 
sprinkle,  etc.,  generally  to  sprinkle  upon,  to  pour  upon, 
overwhelm." 

SwARzrus  gives  "sprinkle,  besprinkle,  to  pour  upon."  This 
will  do  as  samples. 

6.  Not  a  lexicon  on  the  green  earth  gives  an  earlier  anthor- 
ity  for  immerse,  dip  or  plunge  than  Polybius — a  writer  who 
comes  in  followed  by  Diodorus  Siculus  after  the  great  change 
in  the  Greek  language  that  Liddell  and  Scott,  and  all  critics 
agree  had  come  in. 

7.  These  hosts  of  Greeks,  Greek  lexicons,  earlier,  later,  all — 
unanimously  support  us  and  grind  to  death  and  dust  our  op- 
ponent. 

n.  Next  we  introduced  the  great  leaders  of  immersion  or 
dipping — Gale,  Conant,  Ingham,  Carson,  etc.,  etc.,  when  wri- 
ting avowedly  to  support  what  they  practice  from  classic 
Greek.     We  take  the  result  of  ther  labors. 

I.  They  tell  us  baptidzo  is  always  dip.  "Wherever  is  bap, 
(the  stem  or  root  sylable)  there  is  the  dip."  Pendleton  ren- 
ders it  out  of  twenty-two  cases  "dip"  only  once.  Gale  out  of 
twenty-one,  dip  three  times.  Fuller  out  of  twentj'-two  has  it 
dip  once.  Stuart,  when  giving  all  for  that  side  possible,  out 
of  forty-one  cases,  once  dip,  three  immerse.  Dr.  Carson  out 
of  thirty  one  cases  has  it  dip  three  times  only.     Conant  out  of 
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sixty-three  conseeutives  cases  has  it  dip — not  once!  Ingham 
out  of  one  hundred  and  sixty-nine  cases  has  it  dip — just  once!! 
A.  Cambell  out  of  all  his  citations — though  under  bapto  in 
later  Greek  he  gives  it  dip  a  numbei^af  times — ^jet  under  bap- 
tidzo  dip — NOT  ONCE ! ! ! 

2.  Now  then,  Dr.  Graves  abandons  the  universally  admitted 
and  well  known  fact  that  the  primary  meaning  is  the  meaning 
the  word  had  first  affixed  to  it  by  the  inventors  of  the  word  or 
language,and  takes  up  the  general  meaning,  the  current  one,  usus 
loquendi  as  the  primary  one.  Suppose  we  agree  to  this.  It  ut- 
terly destroys  him. 

3.  Leigh,  Passow,  Schneider,  Host,  Palm,  Stokius, 
etc.,  tell  us  its  general,  its  current  use  is  sprinkle,  pour  upon. 

Notice  here.  Stokius  held  as  all  scholars  do,  and  as  every 
tyro  knows,  that  a  tropical  becomes — ofteii  becomes — the  literal 
and  prevailing  meaning  of  a  word  arid  it  ceases  to  be  a  tropical 
word  to  those  who  use  it.  All  know  this.  We  quoted  Fowler, 
etc.,  on  it.  Hence  Schleusner  urges  that  1.  Wash,  baptize, 
are  the  New  Testament  meanings  o{  baptidzo.  Next  he  urges 
how  it  came  to  be  so  used.  Then  he  urges  that  from  dipping 
in  water  came  wash — a  false  philology  as  we  saw.  Then  to 
wash  in  any  mode.  Hence  the  washing  was  accustomed  to  be 
performed  by  sprinkling  the  water.  When  this  became  the 
habit  and  force  of  baptidzo,  we  see  the  Jews  thus  baptized  daily. 
Mark  vii,  4;  Luke  xi,  38.  "Hence  because  baptidzo  came  to 
be  thus  practiced  altogether  by  Jews,  it  is  transferred  to  the  sac- 
rament of  baptism,"  and  here  follow  a  swarm  of  texts  in  the 
Gospels,  Acts  and  Epistles.  For  the  rest  and  for  Schleusner, 
see  p.  29,  and  speech  15.  Stokius  tells  us  "since  anciently  the 
water  was  copiously  poured  on  those  baptized,"  it  came  meta- 
phorically to  be  applied  to  pouring  the  Spirit  on  the  people. 

Thus  you  see  Schleusner  is  wholly  on  our  side.  It  is  in  vain 
dust  is  thrown  to  obscure  these  facts.  Dr.  Graves  says  it, 
Schleusner's  opinionh  so  and  so !  Is  not  every  definition  a  man 
gives,  his  opinion  of  the  matter?  Hence  the  various  ways  in 
which  they  define  words.     What  miserable  dodges. 

2.  These  Baptists  show  dip,  immerse  are  the  rarest  of  all 

MRAKINGS. 
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3.  All  Jomonstate  that  it  never  meant  immerse  till  Polybius. 
Hence  frv)ra  Dr.  Graves's  stand-point  immersion  is  not  a  pri- 
mary meaning,  nor  is  dip  a  meaning  at  all.  We  demonstrated 
that  it  never  meant  to  dip.  From  every  stand-point  it  never 
primarily  meant  immerse. 

4.  We  next  gave  the  laws  of  science,  of  philology.  Liddell 
and  Scott,  the  present  Introduction  to  Webster's  Dictionary, 
all  scholars  agree,  that  philology,  the  scientific  treatment  of 
words  to  ascertain  the  primary  meaning  of  words  is  a  very 
modern  science,  all  since  Webster^s  day  even.  We  have  said 
for  twenty  years  this  subject  never  was  treated  from  a  proper, 
true  stand-point.  We  produced  an  array  of  words  that  could 
be  made  indefinitely  long,  and  it  is  the  univeraal  law  of  lan- 
guage that  words  develop  from  sprinkle  to  immerse  as  well  as 
to  dip,  taking  on  all  the  meanings  l^apto  and  baptidzo  have,  but 
in  no  case  is  it  the  reverse.  When  science  demonstrates  a 
proposition,  the  opinions  of  even  ten  thousand  opponents  who 
spoke  when  there  wa3  no  science  in  it,  no  laws  laid  down  for 
finding  any  primary,  amount  to  nothing.  Men's  opinions  are 
only  valuable  as  they  have  chances  to  know  of  what  they  afSrm. 
But  on  it  as  far  as  they  knew,  all  the  greatest  critics  are  on  our 
side. 

1.  We  gave  full  twenty -five  words,  have  over  fifty,  that  pri- 
marily mean  to  sprinkle,  or,  as  a  small  proportion  do,  that 
mean  to  moisten,  bedew,  wet,  where  it  is  by  affusion,  oft  of 
tears,  juice  of  vines,  sap;  dew,  rain,  etc.,  that  come  to  mean 
all  that  bapto  and  baptidzo  are  admitted  to  mean  by  all  parties. 
Hence  the  unexceptional  and  universal  law  of  language  is, 
from  sprinkle  to  moisten,  wet.  stain,  color,  thence  dye,  as  in 
bapto;  where  coloring  fluid  is  not  an  accident,  it  is  sprinkle, 
(moisten,  wet),  pour,  (of  water),  wash,  drench,  soak;  from 
soak,  drench,  comes,  make  drunk,  intoxicate;  from  pour,  of  (wa- 
ter, rain,)  comes  overwhelm,  overflow,  inundate.  From  over- 
whelm, oppressed  with  overwhelming  elements,  comer  sink, 
{imrnergo^submergo\2itidivoin  sink,  sin  king  in  water,  etc.,  comes 
drown,  perish.  From  pouring  water  by  the  power  of  its  friction 
necessarily  comes  wash.  Pouring  water  washes  per  force.  It 
is  God's  general  cleanser  of  all  the   earth.    Dew  washes  dust 
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and  dirt  oft*  vegetables,  flowers,  etc.,  even  as  perspiration  wash- 
es paint  off*  the  face.  This  we  saw  was  the  universal  law  of 
language. 

2.  We  saw  that  no  word  in  Hebrew,  Chaldee,  Arabic,  Syri- 
ac,  Ethiopic,  Greek,  Latin,  German,  Spanish,  English,  that 
properly  or  primarily  meant  dip  or  immerse,  ever  meant  what 
all  admit  bapto  and  bapiidzo  so  often  mean.  It  is  absurd  to 
presume  that  these  two  important  words  violate  all  known 
laws  of  language,  all  principles  of  philology,  and  all  admitted 
facts  of  history  with  not  one  word  of  reason  or  fact  either  to 
demand  the  acceptance  of  universal  absurdity. 

(1).  Wash,  we  saw,  is  a  derived  meaning  of  baptidzOy  and  of 
hosts  of  words  primarily  implying  sprinkle.  It  is  never  a  de- 
rived meaning  of  immerse  in  any  language  of  earth.  Hence 
as  it  is  derived  from  baptidzOy  yet  never  from  immerse,  im- 
merse never  was  a  primary  meaning  of  the  word. 

(2).  Intoxicate  often  is  a  derived  meaning  of  words  primari- 
ly meaning  to  sprinkle,  to  moisten,  where  it  is  with  dew,  rain, 
tears,  but  never  from  immerse  or  dip  as  a  primary.  But  intox- 
icate is  a  derived  meaning  of  baptidzo.  Hence  immerse  never 
was  a  primary  meaning  of  baptidzo. 

(3).  Overflow  is  a  derived  meaning  of  baptidzo.  It  never  is 
of  immerse  or  dip.  Hence  immerse,  dip,  never  were  primary 
meanings  of  baptidzo.  Words  primarily  meaning  sprinkle, 
pour,  often  mean  to  overflow. 

( I).  Overwhelm  is  a  constantly  recurring  meaning  of  baptidzo 
as  a  derivative.  It  never  is  derived  from  dip  or  immerse. 
Hence  dip,  immerse,  never  were  primary  meanings  of  baptidzo. 
But  overwhelm,  whelm  and  overflow  are  constantly  derived 
from  words  meaning  to  spr  nkle,  to  pour — a  pouring  rain 
causes  all  these.  Hence  all  facts,  all  philology,  demonstrate 
sprinkle  as  the  primary  meaning  of  the  word . 

(6).    We  then  took  up  the  classics  in  Greek  and  showed 

1.  No  lexicon  gave  immerse  as  a  meaning  earlier  than  Po- 
jytius,  Diodorus  Siculus,  Strabo,  Josephus,  and  Plutarch — all 
late  in  the  iron  age  of  Greek. 

2.  No  Greek  used  it  for  immerse  earlier  than  these. 
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3.  All  tne  earliest  occurrences  for  centuries  were  cases  (1) 
of  metaphorical  use  only.  (2)  All  in  the  sense  of  sprinkle 
and  pour — not  one  dip,  not  one  immerse.  Pindar,  Aristo- 
phanes, Alcibiades,  Demosthenes,  all  use  it  for  asperse,  pour 
torrents  of  abuse  upon  people.  Plato  three  times  to  intoxi- 
cate, once  to  confuse  with  questions.  Aristotle,  the  first 
known  to  use  it  in  a  literal  sense,  makes  it  equivalent  to  An/to- 
kludzOy  overflow,  whose  primary  meaning  is  aspersion,  insper- 
sion.  Now,  then,  philology,  on  which  immersionists  hereto- 
fore have  all  relied  so  securely,  as  clearly  demonstrates 
our  position  as  Euclid  ever  demonstated  a  mathematical 
problem.  All  the  occurrences  of  the  word  in  earlier  Greek 
do  the  same.  All  facts  confirm  it.  From  these  there  is  no 
appeal.  Hence  by  the  laws  Dr.  Graves  laid  down,  no  Bap- 
tist is  baptized  save  the  few  who  have  gone  from  Pedobaptist 
churches.  You  are  not  baptized  if  we  are  to  adhere  to  prima- 
ry use  or  apostolic  precedent. 

(6).  Dr.  Graves  then,  seeing  his  cause  swept  away  as  with  a 
flood,  backed  down  squarely  on  primary.  He  gave  up  the 
ship  on  that  great  issue,  their  last  hope  in  appealing  from  the 
general  definitions  given  by  lexicons.  Nay,  after  spending  his 
first  fall  hour  in  giving  us  an  outline  and  his  pilological  laws, 
the  moment  he  saw  we  cut  him  entirely  off,  he  abandoned  his 
line,  fled  from  his  entrenchments,  and  took  the  nearest  cut  he 
could  for  Jordan  and  Enon,and  never  paused  at  the  drying  up 
of  Jordan  till  he  was  heard  in  the  tombs,  buried  by  baptism  into 
death.  Never  was  there  such  a  precipitate  flight  from  such 
costlv  and  labored  entrenchments. 

(7).  He  appealed  to  the  Hebrew  tahhal^  rendered  baptize  in 
the  Seventy,  used  by  the  apostles  and  by  the  lexicons.  We 
showed 

1.  That  sprinkle  was  its  primary  meaning. 

2.  That  twenty-four  of  the  greatest  Hebrew  lexicographers 
of  the  world  declared  where  "the  object  merely  touched  the 
water,  (or  liquid),  in  part  or  in  whole,"  it  baptized. 

3.  That  the  twenty-fifth.  Rabbi  Furst,  the  greatest  Hebrew 
critic  of  the  last  ten  centuries,  showed  its  primary  meaning  was 
to  besprinkle,  in  which  the  facts  of  the  other  twenty-fbar  show 
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him  to  be  correct,  and  all  our  laws  of  philology  demonstrate 
it.  It  is  vain,  therefore,  for  Dr.  Graves  to  seek  to  disparage 
this  prince  of  science  in  Oriental  philology,  when  all  science, 
and  all  facts,  and  all  scholarship  unite  in  his  support  by  their 
facts ;  or  if  Dr.  Graves'  position  be  true,  all  these,  Buxtorff, 
*Schiudler,  Castell,  Pocock,  Kimchi,  Stokius,  Leigh,  etc.,  are 
all  wrong,  wholly  wrong.  If  it  implies  immersion,  then  it  is 
false  to  say  it  only  implies  a  mere  touch  to  the  liquid,  or  to 
be  touched  by  the  water,  {ab  aqua).  It  could  not  be  true  that 
one  could  baptize  with  "the  little  particles  of  hail**  gathered 
by  one  on  a  cold  day.  Nor  could  a  man  well  immerse  him- 
self in  one-fifth  of  a  pint  of  water,  as  we  saw  they  baptized 
with  it. 

(8\  We  showed  that  Origen,  the  most  scholarly  of  all  the 
church  Fathers,  born  eighty-four  years  after  John's  death,  says 
of  the  altar  of  stones  and  wood  built  on  the  mountain  in  the 
dry  time  of  three  year's  drouth,  an  ox  laid  upon  that,  on  which 
"four  pitchers  of  water"  were  poured,  not  barrels,  there  were 
no  barrels  then,  but  pitchers  of  water,  Origen  says,  "they  bap- 
tized the  altar."  Basil  says  it  was  baptism.  We  quoted  their 
words  w^hen  we  introduced  it.  Dr.  Graves  attempted  no  re- 
ply worth  the  name.     He  mainly  ignored  it. 

We  quoted  the  learned  Greek  Father  of  A.  D.  190,  Clemens 
Alexandrinus,  who  tells  us  of  parties  washing — one  besprink- 
ling herself  with  water  before  devotion,  we  quoted  the  Greek 
— and  Clemens  held  this  an  image  of  Moses'  baptism  handed 
down  by  the  poets.  Homer,  etc. — ^for  "the  Jews  daily  baptize 
upon  a  couch,"  that  is,  sitting  at  meal  on  couches,  as  they  did 
in  Christ's  day.  He  has  never  even  noticed  this  testimony  so 
sweeping. 

(9.  We  showed  that  bapto^  the  root  word  of  baptidzOj  that 

gave  it  its  primary  meaning,  primarily   meant  to  sprinkle, 

never  to  immerse;  but  it  did  mean  in  later  Greek  to  dip,  wher*^ 

it  was  partial,  as  a  derived  meaning  ft^om  stain,  color,  as  stain 

was  a  derivative  of  sprinkle.  We  showed  that6afto,  in  earliest 

Greek,  was  used  in  the  sense  of  sprinkle,  pour.     That  all  its 

other  meanings  could  be  accounted  for  on  no  other  ground, 

applying  the  facts  and  laws  of  language  as  on  baptidzo.    Not 
84 
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only  Homer,  Esehylus,  Sophocles,  Aristophanes,  etc.,  the 
earliest  Greek,  use  it  for  sprinkle,  stain,  where  it  is  by  pour- 
ing, touching,  etc.,  but  later,  Origen,  Irenceus,  llippolytus, 
the  Syriac,  Itala  Ethiopic,  and  all  the  earliest  versions,  have 
translated  it  sprinkle.  Dr.  Graves  never  even  referred  to  or 
noticed  any  of  these  facts. 

(10).  We  exposed  his  views  of  Jordan,  of  Philip  and  the 
eunuch,  baptism  at  Enon,  etc.,  showing  it  did  not  involve  im- 
mersion at  all.  We  showed  that  ek^  out  of  Jordan,  "out  of 
the  water,"  (Ex.  li.  10  ;  Josh.  iv.  16 — 21,  etc.),  eia  to  Jordan, 
eis  towards  the  sea,  eis  at  the  Jordan,  occurred  often  in  the 
Greek,  where  all  admit  it  involved  no  entrance  into  or  ek  emer- 
gence from,  the  water. 

He  appealed  to  Rom.  vi.  3,  4,  5,  and  fought  it  desperately 
to  hold  the  fort,  as  here  was  the  Gibraltar  of  their  views.  But 
we  showed  that  it  was  spiritual  engrafting,  as  into  Jesus  Christ, 
that  it  was  no  allusion  to  water,  or  water  baptism  at  all.  So 
Beza,  Hodge,  Stuart  held  also.  We  then  proved  that  baptized 
into  Christ  spiritually  resulted  in  our  spiritual  incorporation 
with  him,  we  die  daily,  are  crucified  with  him,  conformed  to 
his  death,  which  was  by  crucifixion;  were  "buried  by  the 
baptism"  of  the  Spirit  into  his  death,  were  planted,  (Greek) 
born  together,  "engrafted  together  in  the  likeness  of  his 
death,"  which  is  spiritual  crucifixion.  That  is  not  a  dip  under 
water.  Hence,  2.  Cor.  iv.  10, 11, "  we  who  live  are  always  deliv- 
ered eis  into  death"  by  being  thus  crucified  or  engrafted 
together  in  the  likeness  of  his  death.  The  word  in  the  Greek 
is  never  modal,  and  never  implies  burial  or  immersion,  the 
word  rendered  plant,  while  a  man  "was  buried  with  the  burial 
of  an  ass,  drawn  forth  and  cast  beyond  the  gates  of  Jerusa- 
lem," Jer.  xxii.  19,  left  to  be  eaten  of  dogs,  no  envelopment. 
Yet  these  two  words  were  their  only  hope.  vVe  have  followed 
the  Doctor  as  closely  as  death  its  victim  in  every  attempted 
argument,  while  he  has  really  made  no  efibrt  even  to  meet  or 
oftset  the  terrible  array  of  facts,  laws  of  language  and  authori- 
ties we  have  adduced  against  them. 

(11).  The  Laver.  This  plain  but  telling  argument,  he  has 
not  dared  to  attempt  to  grapple  with  either.    We  quoted  Lev. 
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xi.  30-37,  XV.  entire.  You  can  read,  Num.  xix.  3-22,  especially 
verses  13  and  22;  xxxi.  23;  viii.  7,  making  the  greater  part  of 
the  "  diverse  baptisms "  of  Heb.  ix.  10,  the  mode  given  in 
verses  13, 19,  21  of  the  same  chapter.  These  showed  that  for 
hundreds  of  things  men  became  ceremonially  unclean,  and 
had  to  baptize  every  day  from  one  to  three  or  four  times.  We 
showed  that  for  any  uncleauness  they  had  to  baptize.  Mark 
vii.  4-8 ;  Luke  xi.  38 ;  Eccl.  xxiv.  24,  etc.  We  showed  that 
the  great  Laver,  Ex.  xxx.  18-20 ;  xl.  30-32,  2  Chron.  iv.  2-10, 
was  for  the  priests  to  wash  {ex  anion)  ek  out  of  it,  not  in  it. 
That  it  was  twenty-one  feet  high  to  keep  its  waters  from  being 
defiled  by  any  unclean  person  or  thing  touching  them.  That 
it  had  apertures,  cocks,  at  the  base,  even  with  a  man's 
face  in  height,  whence  the  water  ran  for  washing  "  out  of  it." 
That  daily,  hourly,  baptisms  were  here  performed,  I  read  the 
law :  "  Whatsoever  the  unclean  person  toucheth  shall  be  un- 
clean." Num.  xix.  22,  and  much  else  to  the  same  effect.  See 
Lev.  XV.,  xi.  and  xvi.  entire.  I  read  where  Dr.  Graves,  A. 
Campbell,  Gale,  Carson,  Ingham,  etc.,  all  hold  this  washing 
to  be  immersion,  baptism.  That  the  New  Testament  and 
Apocrypha  apply  baptidzo  repeatedly  to  it.  Immersion  was  im- 
possible, because  forbidden.  They  dared  not  even  touch  the 
water  in  it,  but  wash  of  it.  Had  one  immersed  in  it,  all  its 
nearly  one  thousand  barrels  would  have  had  to  have  been  emp- 
tied out,  itself  cleansed  by  fire.  Num.  xxxi,  23,  etc.,  and  to  have 
been  filled  before  it  could  have  been  used.  It  required  a  leap 
twenty-one  feet  high  to  get  into  it.  All  the  details  we 
gave.  The  result  was,  at  the  smallest  count,  in  the  1,500 
years  from  Moses  till  the  commission,  1,645,500,000,000 
of  baptisms  emoiig  the  Jews  took  place,  baptism  with 
water,  all  by  affusion,  not  one  by  dipping.  It  was  insisted 
that  Jews  had  private  cisterns,  some  two  even,  twenty-five  to 
twenty-seven  feet  deep,  twelve  to  sixteen  feet  in  diameter,  to 
hold  plenty  of  water  against  dry  seasons,  etc.  But  by  the 
laws  read,  personal  cleansing  in  them  would  not  be  allotved. 
Immersing  one  person  in  one  would  defile  all  its  waters.  Lev. 
xi.  30-35,  Num.  xix.  22,  etc.,  the  vessel  of  wood  must  be 
emptied,  rinsed,  if  earthenware,  broken,  if  metalic,  burned 
out  and  then  sprinkled  with  water.    All  these  facts  show  that 


53^  The  Great  Carrollton  Debate. 

iu  favor  of  imniersiou.  All  subsequeut  lexicons  tili  Passow, 
Schneider's  larger  work,  Rost  and  Palm,  were  only  servile 
abridgments  of  Stephanas  and  Scapula,  Scapula  au  abridg- 
ment of  Stephanus.  Hence  all  prejudice  was  on  the  side  of 
immersion  up  to  our  age. 

2.  All  this  class  of  lexicons — the  better  ones — 

(1).  Give  "merse,  immerse"  for  the  classic  use  and  "over- 
whelm." 

(2).  They  never  give  "immerse"  as  a  New  Testament  use  at 
all — not  one  of  them. 

(3).  They  never  give  dip  as  either  a  classic  or  New  Testa- 
ment use.  Dip  came  in  under  the  later,  loose  definitions  of 
the  middle  age  of  lexicography  when  the  silly  conceit  took 
the  brains  of  some  that  it  was  a  frequentative^  as  Dr.  Graves 
told  us  truly. 

(4).  They  all  give  as  its  only  New  Testament  use  abluOj  lavo-^ 
abluo  is  cleanse,  lavo  is  wash,  besprinkle. 

This  is  the  old,  unscientific  body  of  lexicons.  They  all  sup- 
port our  practice — are  against  Dr.  Graves. 

3.  Next  came  the  mass  of  lexicons  of  the  old  school,  now 
known  as  empirical,  yet  good,  not  scientific,  but  valuable. 
We  produced  a  part  of  these,  Schaetzennius,  Suicer,  Stokius, 
Schleusuer,  etc.,  etc., — an  armed  host.  Every  one  of  them 
gave  either  sprinkle,  pour,  sprinkle  and  pour,  or  a  word  equiv- 
alent to  both.  Here  let  us  quote  Stokius  once  more  in  full 
both  on  the  noun  where  A.  Campbell  and  Dr.  Graves  rely  on 
him,  then  on  the  verb,  and  see  if  he  contradicts  himself  or 
supports  Dr.  Graves.     I  take  Dr.  Graves's  own  rendering  of  it 

*^Baptisma.  1.  Generally,  and  by  force  of  the  original  it  denotes  im- 
mersion or  dipping.  2.  Specially,  a.  Properly,  it  denotes  the  immer- 
sion or  dipping  of  a  thing  in  water,  that  it  may  be  cleansed  or  washed. 
Hence,  it  is  transferred  to  designate  the  first  sacrament  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment, which  they  call  of  initiation,  namely  baptism,  in  which  those  to  be 
baptized  were,  formerly  immersed  into  water ;  though  at  this  time  the  wa- 
ter is  only  sprinkled  upon  them,  that  they  may  be  deansed  from  the 
pollution  of  sin,  receive  the  remission  of  it,  and  be  reoelved  into  the  cove- 
nant of  grace,  as  heirs  of  eternal  life.'' 

Note  here — 

1.  No  text  of  the  Bible  is  given  to  support  thiS — ^\fcrmeH]f 
imuiersed." 
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It  was  "  formerly,"  in  a  day  when  they  who  did  so  held  it  to 
be  that  "  they  may  be  cleansed  from  the  pollution  of  sin" and 
"  which  they  call  [the  rite]  of  initiation"  Yes,  exactly  so.  Co- 
naut  quotes  scores  of  such  places  where  they  call  it  all  of  this, 
but  it  is  hundreds  of  years  after  Christ  in  every  case.  It  was 
when  the  jargon  of  the  dark  ages  was  developed. 

3.  When  they  by  baptism  professed  to  receive  them  "  into 
the  covenant  of  grace  and  heirs  of  eternal  life."  TTien  is  when 
they  immersed  formerly  as  now  they  sprinkle.  So  says  Stokius. 
But  no  Scripture  can  be  adduced  for  this.  It  was  simply 
"FORMERLY."  Now  let  US  havc  his  New  Testament  use  and  defi- 
nition. 

Stokius,  "baptidzo,  lavo^  baptidzo,  passive,  luoi^  lavoi.    1  wash, 

I  baptize.     Passive,  I  am  wash  3d,  cleansed."    Here  he  cites 

Kew  Testament  texts.    He  then  gives  the  classic  use  and  his 

idea  of  its  philology. 

"Generally,  and  by  the  force  of  the  verb,  it  obtains  the  sense  of  dipping 
or  plunging.  Specially,  (a)  properly  it  is  to  immerse  in  water.  Tropical- 
ly (1)  by  a  metalepsiSj  it  is  to  wash  or  cleanse,  because  anything  is  accus- 
tomed to  be  dipped  or  immersed  in  water  that  it  may  be  washed  or  cleansed, 
although  also  the  washing  or  cleansing  can  be,  and  generally  is  effected 
by  SPRINKUNO  <A6  water.    Mark  vii.  4;  Luke  xi.  38." 

Henceit  is  translated  sprinkle. 

Here,  then,  we  have  the  unanimous  support  of  all  these  lexi- 
cons, while  not  one  supports  Dr.  Graves's  position. 

4'  Next  come  the  native  Greek  lexicographers,  Kouma  and 
Gazes,  who  studied  Greek  classics  also  in  Germany,  and  was 
distinguished  with  great  honors  for  his  erudition.  He  gives 
it  "shed  forth,  sprinkle,"  "pour  upon"  {epichuno)^  "wash  either 
the  person  or  hands/'  while  Kouma  gives  "besprinkle,  shed 
forth" — {brechoy  katahrecho).  Euthymus,  a  learned  Greek,  trans- 
lates baptidzo  rantidzo  sprinkle,  in  the  4th  century.  It  is  trans- 
lated rantidzo  sprinkle  by  two  learned  Greeks  who  copied  the 
New  Testament,  about  A.  D.  331.  It  is  translated  sprinkle  by 
eight  others — all  Greeks  before  the  language  died.  Why  this 
great  flurry  over  Stokius  doing  so  in  the  light  of  these  facts? 
Why  such  writhing  over  Stokius  doing  so  when  the  most 
learned  men  in  Greek  that  ever  lived  or  died  in  the  church, 
Origen,  a  native  Greek,  who  wrote  60  folio  volumes  in  Greek, 
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born  only  84  years  after  John's  death,  translated  bapto  by  raino 
"Sprinkle,"  as  well  as  Irenseus  born  before  John  died,  and 
Hippolytus,  all  Greeks  of  great  leaning  of  the  second  and  third 
centuries  ?  You  say  bapto  and  baptidzo  are  the  same  in  meaning. 
Seven  of  the  ancient,  best  and  learned  versions  of  antiquity 
do  the  same.  They  received  the  unaimous  support  of  the  whole 
church. 

5.  We  then  come  to  the  more  critical,  scientific  lexicons. 
While  Schneider  gives  immerse  as  a  classic  meaning,  he  gives 
brechoy  shed  or  pour  fourth,  sprinkle,  as  its  gmeral  meaning. 
Passow  gives  "immerse,  submerse"  as  classic  meanings,  as 
well  as  "wet,  moisten,  sprinkle,  intoxicate,"  then  says  "gener- 
ally, to  sprinkle  upon  to  pour  upon,  to  overwhelm,  etc." 

RosT  and  Palm  give  "immerse,  submerse,  wet,  moisten, 
sprinkle,  etc.,  generally  to  sprinkle  upon,  to  pour  upon, 
overwhelm." 

SwARzrus  gives  "sprinkle,  besprinkle,  to  pour  upon."  This 
will  do  as  samples. 

6.  Not  a  lexicon  on  the  green  earth  gives  an  earlier  author- 
ity for  immerse,  dip  or  plunge  than  Polybius — a  writer  who 
comes  in  followed  by  Diodorus  Siculus  after  the  great  change 
in  the  Greek  language  that  Liddell  and  Scott,  and  all  critics 
agree  had  come  in. 

7.  These  hosts  of  Greeks,  Greek  lexicons,  earlier,  later,  all — 
UNANIMOUSLY  support  US  and  grind  to  death  and  dust  our  op- 
ponent. 

n.  Next  we  introduced  the  great  leaders  of  immersion  or 
dipping — Gale,  Conant,  Ingham,  Carson,  etc.,  etc.,  when  wri- 
ting avowedly  to  support  what  they  practice  from  classic 
Greek.     We  take  the  result  of  ther  labors. 

I.  They  tell  us  baptidzo  is  always  dip.  "Wherever  is  bap^ 
(the  stem  or  root  sylable)  there  is  the  dip."  Pendleton  ren- 
ders it  out  of  twenty-two  cases  "dip"  only  once.  Gale  out  of 
twenty-one,  dip  three  times.  Fuller  out  of  twenty-two  has  it 
dip  once.  Stuart,  when  giving  all  for  that  side  possible,  out 
of  forty-one  cases,  once  dip,  three  immerse.  Dr.  Carson  oat 
of  thirty  one  cases  has  it  dip  three  times  only.     Conant  out  of 
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sixty-three  conseeutives  eases  has  it  dip — not  once!  Ingham 
out  of  one  hundred  and  sixty-nine  cases  has  it  dip — just  once  I! 
A.  Carabell  out  of  all  his  citations — though  under  bajyto  in 
later  Greek  he  gives  it  dip  a  numbei^af  times — ^yet  under  bap- 
adzo  dip — NOT  ONCE ! ! ! 

2.  Now  then,  Dr.  Graves  abandons  the  universally  admitted 
and  well  known  fact  that  the  primary  meaning  is  the  meaning 
the  word  had  first  affixed  to  it  by  the  inventors  of  the  word  or 
language,  and  takes  up  the  general  meaning,  the  current  one,  usus 
laquendi  as  the  primary  one.  Suppose  we  agree  to  this.  It  ut- 
terly destroys  him. 

3.  Leigh,  Passow,  Schneider,  Rost,  Palm,  Stokius, 
etc.,  tell  us  it3  general,  its  current  use  is  sprinkle,  pour  upon. 

Notice  here.  Stokius  held  as  all  scholars  do,  and  as  every 
tyro  knows,  that  a  tropical  becomes — often  becomes — the  literal 
and  prevailing  meaning  of  a  word  and  it  ceases  to  be  a  tropical 
word  to  those  who  use  it.  All  know  this.  We  quoted  Fowler, 
etc.,  on  it.  Hence  Sehleusner  urges  that  1.  Wash,  baptize, 
are  the  New  Testament  meanings  of  baptidzo.  Next  he  urges 
how  it  came  to  be  so  used.  Then  he  urges  that  from  dipping 
in  water  came  wash — a  false  philology  as  we  saw.  Then  to 
wash  in  any  mode.  Hence  the  washing  was  accustomed  to  be 
performed  by  sprinkling  the  water.  When  this  became  the 
habit  and  force  of  baptidzo^  we  see  the  Jews  thus  baptized  daily. 
Markvii,  4;  Luke  xi,  38.  "Hence  because  6apft*(feo  came  to 
be  thus  practiced  altogether  by  Jews,  it  is  transferred  to  the  sac- 
rament of  baptism,"  and  here  follow  a  swarm  of  texts  in  the 
Gospels,  Acts  and  Epistles.  For  the  rest  and  for  Sehleusner, 
see  p.  29,  and  speech  15.  Stokius  tells  us  "since  anciently  the 
water  was  copiously  poured  on  those  baptized,"  it  came  meta- 
phorically to  be  applied  to  pouring  the  Spirit  on  the  people. 

Thus  you  see  Sehleusner  is  wholly  on  our  side.  It  is  in  vain 
dust  is  thrown  to  obscure  these  facts.  Dr.  Graves  says  it, 
Schleusner's  opinion  is  so  and  so !  Is  not  every  definition  a  man 
gives,  Ais  opinion  of  the  matter?  Hence  the  various  ways  in 
which  they  define  words.     What  miserable  dodges. 

2.  These  Baptists  show  dip,  immerse  are  the  rarest  of  all 

MEANINGS. 
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and  natural  signification  of  baptidzo  is  to  immerse,  and  that 
immersion  was  the  practice  of  the  first  churches.  Will  Meth- 
odists suflfer  the  authority  of  their  father  and  founder  to  be 
ranked  as-  inferior  to  the  bare  word  of  a  modern  traveling 
prAcher?  Will  Presbyterians  admit  that  the  authority  of 
my  opponent  is  superior  to  that  of  their  great  Calvin,  who 
was  indeed  the  first  scholar  of  his  age  ? 

XXII.  My  twenty-second  argument  in  proof  is  the  ad- 
mission OF  twenty- three  of  the  most  eminent  Pedobaptist 
scholars,  commentators  and  critics. 

These  extend  over  a  period  of  three  hundred  consecutive 
years,  embracing  the  ripest  scolarship  of  every  centqry,  includ- 
ing the  first.  Must  the  united  testimony  of  all  these  weigh 
light  as  air,  when  counterpoised  by  the  bare  words  of  one  man  ? 

XX.  Finally,  I  have  presented  the  conjoint  testimony 
OF  ten  standard  Cyclopedias. 

These  are  neither  denominational  norpartizan,  but  national 
in  their  character,  establishing  the  fact  that  immersion  was 
the  only  apostolic  and  primitive  act 

In  view  of  all  these  irrefragible  proofs,  I  conclude  in  the 

language  of  Moses   Stuart,  one  of  the  very  first  Pedobaptist 

scholars  of  his  age ; 

"  Bapto  and  baptidzo  mean  to  dip,  plunge,  or  immerse  into  any  liquid. 
All  lexicographers  and  critics  of  any  note  are  agreed  on  this.*'  *It  Is,* 
says  Augusti  (Denku.  vii.,  p.,  216),  *  a  thing  made  out,'  viz.,  the  ancient 
practice  of  immersion.  So  indeed  all  the  \iTiter8  who  have  thoroughly 
investigated  the  subject  conclude.  I  know  of  no  usage  of  ancient  times 
which  seems  to  be  more  clearly  made  out.  I  cannot  see  how  it  is  pos- 
sible FOR  ANY  CANDID  MAX  WHO  EXAMINES  THE  SUBJECT  TO  DENY 
THIS."— pp.  61,  149,  150. 

I  therefore,  Mr.  President,  feel  justified  in  saying  that  I 
have  established  my  major  premise  above  all  question  or  con- 
troversy— i.  e.,  that  the  primary,  literal  and  real  signification  of 
baptidzo  is  "  to  immerse,"  and  only  "  to  immerse. 

Ergo, 

I  feel  that  I  am  justified  in  saying  that  my  conclusion  is  log- 
ical and  invincible — 

Immersion  was  the  act  which  Christ  commanded  fob 
Christian  baptism.    Q.  E.  D.  ' 

Mr.  President,  the  additional  time  allowed  to  me  in  closinn^ 
my  argument,  you  will  grant  to  my  opponent,  if  he  desires  it. 
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DR.  DITZLER'S  NINTEENTH  REPLY. 

Gentlemen  Moderators  : — As  to  those  authorities,  we  have 
offset  them  over  and  again.  L  As  to  Encyclopedias,  you  will 
notice : 

1.  How  completely  each  new  one  substantially  copies  the 
former.     Hence  it  is  quite  as  one. 

2.  The  main  ones  simply  copy  Wall,  an  avowed  immersionist, 
and  one  who  never  examined  into  this  question  with  anything 
like  critical  research,  but  spent  his  time  on  the  historic  argu- 
ments on  infant  baptism.  Yet  he  proved  afiusion  to  be 
Scriptural. 

3.  Men  are  hired  to  write  the  separate  articles  for  Encyclo- 
pedias, and  immersionists  wrote  these  articles,  following  Wall, 
mainly,  whose  preference  for  dipping  he  openly  avowed. 

4.  They  are  mainly  treating  of  it  as  it  existed  in  days  sub- 
sequent to  the  apostles.  By  primitive  church,  they  mean  the 
earliest  centuries,  contrasting  them  with  the  "  apostolic  church." 
It  is  well  known  that  such  old  Episcopal  and  Catholic  writers 
look  on  what  occurred  in  the  second,  third,  ari&  first  part  of 
the  fourth  century,  as  quite  of  equal  authority  as  if  occurring 
in  apostolic  times.  Hence  the  boldness  of  their  deductions 
as  to  what  was  done  in  Christ's  time.  We  demand  proof  in 
aU  these  matters.    Hence : 

5.  These  authorities  had  not  one-tenth  of  the  light  and  facts 
on  this  subject  that  we  to-day  have.  The  Baptists  have  pro- 
claimed and  published  it  to  the  world  that  the  most  eminent 
of  the  scholars  of  the  first  half  of  the  century  Wall  lived  in, 
gave  us  twenty  thousand  (20,000)  errors  in  the  version  they 
gave  us.  Hence  the  opinion  of  such  men  is  not  to  be  taken 
as  infallible  by  any  means. 

n.  As  to  the  autliorities  he  quotes,  we  will  first  notice  a 
few  of  them,  then  ofiset  with  far  superior — almost  infinitely 
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superior  scholars  and  critics,  both  of  a  former  age,  and  of  the 
present. 

1.  Take  Mosheim,  for  the  historians,  as  he  is  the  boldest 
What  proof  does  he  adduce  to  support  his  bold  words  ?  One 
quotation  only — Vossius.  But  Vossius^  living  in  the  seven- 
teenth century,  is  too  late  to  tell  us  anything  we  do  not  know. 
In  the  next  place,  Vossius  held  that  affusion  was  practiced  in 
the  apostolic  day,  just  as  Witsius,  Terretinus,  Suicer,  etc.. 
held,  and  gave  "  adspergerej^  sprinkle,  as  a  New  Testament 
meaning  of  baptidzo.  Hence  Mosheim's  partiality  for  immer- 
sion, though  a  Pedobaptist,  led  him  to  suppress,  and  do  in- 
justice to  the  testimony  of  Vossius.  A  great  number  of  the 
authors  Dr.  Graves  quotes,  are  so  little  known,  so  little  read, 
and  of  such  inferior  standing,  we  need  not  quote  but  a  few, 
and  they  shall  be  the  greatest  of  critics — most  of  them  of 
this  age. 

Historians  and  Critics. 

1.  As  you  all  say  lexicographers  are  to  be  tested  by  the 
original  authorities  whence  they  derived  their  information,  so  we 
demand  now,  especially  when  all  historians  are  now  required, 
in  foot  notes,  to  give  the  authorities  they  rely  on  for  state- 
ments. This  is  just  Hence,  when  Mosheim,  Neander,  etc., 
state  a  point,  we  have  access  to  all  they  had,  and  a  vast  deal 
MORE.     They  never  saw  Hippolytus  when  they  wrote,  e.  g. 

Mosheim  and  Neander  etc.,  rely   mainly  on    Tertullian — we 

have  seen  his  testimony. 

1.  Alford. — On  Mark  vii.  4,  8 :  "  The  baptismoi,  as  applied  to  klinoi 
(couches  at  meals)  were  certainly  not  immeraionSf  but  sprirMinffs  or 
affusions  of  water."  Luke  xi.  38 :  **  Did  not  imply  necessarily  immersion 
of  the  whole  body." 

Acts  ii.  41,  vol.  ii.  25 :  *^  Almost  without  doubt,  this  first  baptism  must 
have  been  administered,  as  that  of  the  first  Gentile  converts  was  (see  ch. 
X.  47,  and  note),  by  afAision,  or  sprinkling,  not  by  immersion,.^^  (Italics 
His.) 

2.  Beza  is  thus  quoted  by  Dr.  Judd,  Review  of  M.  Stuart, 
Apen.  to  Dr.  Graves's  publication,  p.  249.  "  Beza,  after  re- 
marking that  baptidzo  properly  means  to  immerse^  and  never 
to  icash^  except  as  a  consequencs  of  immerse^  says  Nee  alia 
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est,  etc. — nor  does  the  signification  of  aniad  which  the  Sipians  use 
for  baptize^  differ  at  aU  from  this, — See  Beza  Aimot.  in  Marc, 
vii.  4." 

M.  Stuart  shows  that  there  baptidzo  means ''  to  wash,  cleanse 
by  water."  "  Bapto — to  moisten,  wet,  bedew."  He  says  the 
cases  in  Daniel  iv.  and  v.,  ^'  make  it  plain  that  the  word  bapio 
was  occasionally  used  to  designate  the  application  of  liquid  or 
moisture  to  the  surface  of  anything,  in  anyway  whatever; 
whether  of  washing,  or  by  gentle  affusion  of  the  dew.  The 
example  of  Judith  shows  very  clearly  that  washing  of  the  per- 
son may  be  designated  by  baptidzo;  for  into  the  fountain,  in  the 
midst  of  the  camp,  it  is  not  probable  that  she  plunged." 
"We  have  also  seen,  in  Nos.  2,  5,  6,  of  Examples  from  the 
Septuagiut  and  Apocrypha,  that  the  word  baptidzo  sometimes 
means  to  wash;  and  bapto  to  moisten,  to  wet,  or  bedew. 
There  is,  then,  no  absolute  certainty  from  usage,  that  the 
word  baptidzOy  when  applied  to  designate  the  rite  of  baptism, 
means  of  course  to  immerse  or  plunge."  "Both  the  classic 
use  and  that  of  the  Septuagint  show  that  washing  and  copious 
affusion  are  sometimes  signified  by  the  word." — ^Bib.  Ref.,  vol. 
i.  1833,  p.  313. 

He  then  urges  that  Acts  ii.  41,  ix.  x.  43-37 ;  Acts  xvi.  14, 
16,  32,  33,  etc.,  were  all  by  affusion — on  Pentecost  3000,  the 
5000,  the  Jailor,  Paul,  Lydia,  etc. 

Moses  Stuart  further  says  :  "  These  are  all  the  examples  of 

bapto  or  baptidzo  which   can  be  found  in  the  Septuagiut  or 

Apocrypha."    From  these  the  reader  will   easily   see,   that 

some  of  the  classical  meanings  of  these  are  not  to  be  found 

in  the  books  aforesaid ;  whilst  other  meanings,  viz.,  to  umsh^  to 

bedew,  or  moisten,  are  more  clearly  and  fully  exhibited."    Page 

69.     His  result  is:  "We  do  obey  the  command  to  baptize, 

when  we  do  it  by  affusion  or  sprinkling."     Page  195. 

Baumoarten.— "  The  baptism  of  Saul  followed  immediately  the  receiv- 
ing of  his  sight,  is  baptized  by  means  of  the  water  poured  upon  Mmy — 
Com.  on  Acts  ix.  1,  86,  vol.  L,  p.  23S-9. 

**  With  a  part  of  the  same  water  [used  m  washing  their  stripes],  the 
keeper  of  the  prison  and  all  his  were  baptized  *  *  without  the  dipping  of 
the  whole  body,  in  the  open  running  water." — Vol.  ii.  134. 

Ojushausen,  On  John  iiL  25-27 :  **  The  dispute  r^^l^^+pd  to  hRntio*^-— ^'•f  *'^» 
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rismos  [purification]  equivalent  to  baptisma."  This  was  alwa^'s  by  sprink- 
ling. See  John  ii.  6 ;  Heb.  ix.  13 ;  Mark  vii.  4.  **  Ablutions  of  all  sorts  ♦  * 
baptisinos  is  heiej  as  in  Hebrews  ix.  10,  ablution,  wasliing  generally."  He 
considers  that  in  Acts  ii.  41,  the  3000  were  baptized  by  **  sprinkling." 

Benoel. — **  Immersion  in  baptism,  or  at  least  the  sprinkling  of  water 
upon  the  person, '^  etc. 

Fai&baikx. — "The  *  diverse'  evidently  points  to  the  several  uses  of 
water,  such  as  we  know  to  have  actually  existed  under  the  law,  BprinkUnff^^ 
tvaiihini,8y  batfdngs.^^ — Hermet,  Manual,  Art,  baptidzo. 

BiX)OMFi£LD,  on  Mark  vii.  4:  "AV ashing  of  the  hands  before  men- 
tioned, in  wliicii,  however,  is  not  implied  immersion.".  Acts  viiL  38: 
"PuUip  seems  to  have  taken  up  water  with  hm  hands  and  poured  it  copi- 
ously on  the  Eunuch- s  head." 

Geo.  Hill.. — ''Both  hpriukliug  and  inmiersion  are  implied  in  the  word 
bapi.azu,*^ — L^XJt.  on  Div.  GoU. 

A.  Clake. — "  Were  the  people  dipped  or  sprinkled?  for  it  is  certain 
bapto  and  ou^tiuzo  mean  boih." — On  Mutt.  iii.  0. 

J.  Wesley. — **Tne  Greek  word  [for  baptize]  means  indifferently  either 
wasliing  or  spriukhug." — Notes  on  Mark  vii.  7. 

ISteik  considers  that  uu  Pentecost  they  were  b'aptized  by 

sprinkliug.     Leben  Jesu. 

-tVkchbishop  Kendrick,  Catholic,  so  often  misrepresented,  says, 
quoting  Augusiine's  words:  '*  Unless  wheat  bo  ground,  and  sprinkleii 
with  water,  it  cannot  come  to  that  form  wnich  is  called  bread 
80  you,  also,  were  first  ground  as  it  were  by  mystic  exorcisms.  Then  was 
added  baptism :  ye  were  as  it  were  sprinkled ^  that  ye  might  come  to  the  form 
of  bread."*  On  tins  Kendricksays :  **  8t.  Augustine  remarks  ♦  *  sprinkled 
with  water  [quoting  tue  above].  In  like  manner  [again  quoting  the 
above].  This  Ixiug  audrcbsed  generally  to  the  faithful,  most  of  whom  were 
solemnly  baptized,  leads  us  to  infer  that  even  in  solemn  baptism,  asper- 
sion was  often  used,  water  being  sprinkled  on  the  candidate  while  he  stood 
deeply  immersed."  r 

On  Hebrews  ix.  10,  Archbp.  Kendrick  again  says:  "St,  Paul  caUsthe 
various  ablutions  of  tlie  old  law,  many  of  which  were  by  aspersion,  dicen^ 
baptisms.  *  **  Tiius  it  appears  manifest  that  the  term  was  in  his  time,  used 
indiscriminately  for  all  khidsof  ablution." — 188  . 

Doddridge.— **  Hebrews  ix.  10,  and  in  different  baptisms  or  washings, 
either  of  the  whole  body  or  a  part  of  it  in  water,  as  diflerent  occasions 
demanded."  **I  see  no  proof  that  it  (immersion)  was  essential  to  the  in- 
stitution."— Com.  in  loc.  and  Acts  viii.  38. 

Ou  Acts  viii.  38,  he  supposes  Philip  poured  the  water  on 
him. 

♦Sermon  CQ  xxviii.,  ad  Inf.  de  Sacram.  1417. 
tK.  on  Bap.  166,  Ed.  1852. 
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Carpzoo,  Issagoge,  p.  1(XS5:  ^*  Baptism  is  a  Greek  word,  and  in  itself 
means  a  washing,  in  whatever  way  performed,  whether  by  immersion 
In  water,  or  by  aspersion.  *  *  It  is  not  restricted  to  immersion'  or  asper- 
sion ;  hence  it  has  been  a  matter  of  indifference  from  the  beginning 
whether  to  administer  baptism  by  immersion  or  by  pouring  of  water." — 
Page  330. 

Gerhabd,  of  whom  the  great  Tholuck  says :  "The  most  learned,  and 
with  the  learned,  the  most  beloved  among  liie  heroes  of  Lutheran  ortho- 
doxy," says:  "  Whether  a  man  is  baptized  by  immersion  into  water,  or 
by  sprinkling,  or  applying  the  water  to  him,  it  is  the  same." — Loc. 
Theol.  ix.  137. 

Reinhard. — "  Earthly  or  perceptible,  pure  natural  water  in  which  a 
person  is  immersed,  or  with  which  he  is  partially  sprinkled,  is  the  baptism 
faistituted  by  Christ"— Dogmat.  570,  572  also. 

liiGHTFOOT. — **  The  word,  therefore,  baptUnwut  (washings),  applied  to  all 
these  [people,  vessels,  beds,  Mark  vii.  4,]  properly,  and  strictly,  is  not  to 
be  taken  of  dipping  or  plunging  [italics  his],  but,  in  respect  of  some  things, 
of  washing  only,  and,  in  respect  of  others,  of  sprinkling  only." — Ho^^cb 
Heb.  ei  lat.  ii,  4^9. 

It  is  useless  to  pile  up  authorities  that  can  be  multiplied 
almost  endlessly.  Let  it  be  remembered,  we  have  selected 
the  most  eminent  of  their  respective  ages  in  the  department 
of  philology.  Olshausen,  Baumgarten,  Altord,  A.  Clarke, 
Stier,  Fairbairn,  Tholuck,  Bloomfield,  Stuart,  had  no  superiors 
— all  belong  to  this  century,  and  all,  save  one  or  two,  to  our 
age.     Not  one  is  quoted  from  second  hand. 

[The  above  is  put  in,  as  Dr.  Graves  and  I  Jigreed,  neither 
of  us  having  read  our  authors,  of  the  above  class,  connectedly 
iu  debate]. 

We  now  have  no  time  to  notice  little  points,  the  debate  is 
to  be  settled  by  the  real  facts  in  the  case,  the  science  of  lan- 
guage, the  laws  of  philology.  To  this  all  scholars  are  agreed. 
I  can  only  give  a  few  of  my  many  points  and  facts  in  the  short 
space  of  half  an  hour.     Then  we  came  to  the  Greek.     Here 

I.  We  appealed  to  the  lexicons. 

1.  The  Greek  Lexicography  was  developed  in  the  West— 
in  England  and  France  by  Budseus,  Stephanus,  Scapula  and 
Constantine — all  immersionists — under  immersion  laws  and 
practices,  wJiich  continued  in  force,  even  for  long  years  after 
this.     Superstition  added  to  the  intensity  of  popular  prejudice 
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iu  favor  of  imniersiou.  All  subsequcut  lexicons  till  Passow, 
Schneider's  larger  work,  Rost  and  Palm,  were  only  servile 
abridgments  of  Stephanas  and  Scapula,  Scapula  au  abridg- 
ment of  Stephanus.  Hence  all  prejudice  was  on  the  side  of 
immersion  up  to  our  age. 

2.  All  this  class  of  lexicons — the  better  ones — 

(1).  Give  "merse,  immerse"  for  the  classic  use  and  "over- 
whelm." 

(2).  They  never  give  "immerse"  as  a  New  Testament  use  at 
all — not  one  of  them. 

(3).  They  never  give  dip  as  either  a  classic  or  New  Testa- 
ment use.  Dip  came  in  under  the  later,  loose  definitions  of 
the  middle  age  of  lexicography  when  the  silly  conceit  took 
the  brains  of  some  that  it  was  a  frequentative^  as  Dr.  Graves 
told  us  truly. 

(4).  They  all  give  as  its  only  New  Testament  use  abluOj  lavo — 
abluo  is  cleanse,  lavo  is  wash,  besprinkle. 

This  is  the  old,  unscientific  body  of  lexicons.  They  all  sup- 
port our  practice — are  against  Dr.  Graves. 

3.  Next  came  the  mass  of  lexicons  of  the  old  school,  now 
known  as  empirical,  yet  good,  not  scientific,  but  valuable. 
We  produced  a  part  of  these,  Schaetzennius,  Suicer,  Stokius, 
Schleusner,  etc.,  etc., — an  armed  host.  Every  one  of  them 
gave  either  sprinkle,  pour,  sprinkle  and  pour,  or  a  word  equiv- 
alent to  both.  Here  let  us  quote  Stokius  once  more  in  full 
both  on  the  noun  where  A.  Campbell  and  Dr.  Graves  rely  on 
him,  then  on  the  verb,  and  see  if  he  contradicts  himself  or 
supports  Dr.  Graves.     I  take  Dr.  Graves's  own  rendering  of  it 

"Baptisma.  1.  Generally,  and  by  force  of  the  original  It  denotes  im- 
mersion or  dipping.  2.  Specially,  a.  Properly,  it  denotes  the  immer> 
sioii  or  dip])ing  of  a  thing  in  water,  that  it  may  be  cleansed  or  washed. 
Hence,  it  is  transferred  to  designate  the  first  sacrament  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment, which  they  call  of  initiation,  namely  baptism,  in  which  those  to  be 
l)ai)tized  were,  formerly  immersed  into  water;  though  at  this  time  the  wa- 
ter is  only  sprinkled  upon  them,  that  they  may  be  deansed  firom  the 
pollution  of  sin,  receive  the  remission  of  it,  and  be  received  into  the  cove- 
nant of  grace,  as  heirs  of  eternal  life.'' 

Note  here — 

1.  No  text  of  the  Blbk  is  given  to  support  thiS — ^[formerly 
imnicrsed." 


